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PREFACE 
INTRODUCTION 


To the following 


Animanberfions. 


0 be Impugned from without, and Betrayed from 
within, w certainly the worft Condition that eis 
ther Church or State caz fall into; and the beft 
of Churches, the Church of England, has had 

experience of Both, It had been to be wifbed, and (one would 
think) might very reafonably have been expected, That, when 
Providence had took the Work of destroying the Church of 
England out of the Papilts Hands, fome would have been 
contented with her Preterments, without either attempting 
to give up her Rites and Liturgy, or deferting ber Dotrine. 
But it has proved much rg And among ft thofe, who 
are justly chargeable with the latter, I know none, who has 
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faced the World, and defied the Church with fo bold « 
Front, asthe Author of Two very Heterodox Books ; the. 
firft Eatituled, A Difcourfe concerning the Knowledge. 
of Jefus Chrift, @e. Publifbed in the Year, 1674. And 
the other, A Vindication of the Doétrine of the Holy and 
ever-Blefled Trinity, oc. Publifbed in the Year 1690. 
And (as one would think) Wrote purpofely, to let the World 
fee that the Truth cannot be fo much {baken by a direct Oppo- 
fition, as by a Treacherous, avd Fale Defence. I (ball 
in thie Preliminary Addrefs to the Reader, pafs fome brief 
Remarks upon both thefeBooks. But firft upon this, which 
I have here undertook to Animadvert upon. It ts now of a- 
bout Three Years ftanding inthe World, and I have wonder- 
ed, evento Aftonifbment, that a Book fo full of Paradoxes, 
andthofe fo pofitively, as well as abfurdly delivered, could 
pafs Unanfwered for fo long atime. For the Author, ha- 
ving therein advanced a Notion immediately and unavoida- 
bly inferring Three Gods, has yet had the Confidence not 
only to Affert it, but to Declare it Herefie and Nonfence 
to think, or hold otherwife ; that is, in other Words, to call 
the whole Chriftian Church, x all Ages and Places, Fools 
and Hereticks. For I do here averr, and will undertake to 
prove it, (as far asa Negative may be | ibe ) That no 
Church (kvown to us by Aiiftory, or otherwife) ever held 
this Notion of the Trinity before. And must we then be 
all Fools and Hereticks,who will not acknowledge the Three 
Perfons of the Blefled Trinity to be ‘Three diftin@ Infi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits, that is, in other Terms, to be 
Three Gods? And can fo Learned, and every way Excellent 
4 Clergy bear this? For tf they could not, whence is it that 
fome Writers amongst them, while they are declaring their 
diflixe of his Opinions, yet do st with fo foft an Air, and fo 
gentle aTouch, as tf they were afraid either to Condemn the 
Opinion, or to Attack she Author ? Nay, and fome I find 
| creeping 
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creeping under his Feet with the Title of Very Reverend, 
while they are charging him with fuch Qualities and Hu- 
mours, 4 none canbe, juftly, chargeable with, and deferve 
Reverence too. For my ownpart, I francklyown, That I 


neither Reverence, zor Fear him ; that is, I Reverence 


none, who gives whole Communities and Churches fach 
Words, nor Fear any One, who Writes fuch Things, and in 


fuch a manner, For even thofe Mean Spirits, who can 


hoth Court, and Cenfure him in the fame Breath, compiain, 
That he gives no Quarter, where he fuppofes he has lis Ad~ 
verfary upon the least Advantage. And if’ this be his Way. 
and Temper never to give Quarter, I am fure be has no. 
saufe to expect any, whatfoever he may nd. But ftill, me- 
thinks, I can hardly believe my Eyes, while I read fuch a Pet- 
tit Novellift Charging the Whole Church « Fools and 
Hereticks, for not Subfcribing to 4 Silly, Heretical No- 
tion folely of bis own Invention. For does he, or can he 
think to Live and Converfe in the World iy thefe Terms ? 
And to throw his Scurrility at High, and Low, at all A- 
bout hin, Above him, and Below him (if there be any 


fuch) at this infufferable rate? Does he, (I woula fain know) 


in this [peak his Judgment, or his Breeding ? Was it the 
School, the Univerfity, or Gravel-Lane, that taught him 
this Langnage? Or does he never reflect upon himfelf, nor Dr. Owen, 


confider, That though he does not, others affuredly will? One ne 
would think by his Words and Carriage that he had ingroffed himfelf a- 
all Reafon and Learning to Himfelf : Bat on the contrary, Saint this 
that this his [cornful looking down upon all the World befides, seen 
is not from his ftanding upon any higher ground of Learning, the Cha- 
and Sujficiency, than the reft of the World; and that he oe 
Huffs and Dittates at 4 much more commanding rate than ae 
other Mens Labours, Fudgments, and Expre{fians. Which Witnefs of his is wee an 
ic is fo, whether he, of whom it istruc, deicrves a Retuke, or no, is left to the World: 
to judge. Owen's Vindic, p. 129. : i 

e. 
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he Reafons, the perufal of my Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh 
Chapters will, or (I am fure) may fufficiently tnform the 
Impartial Reader ; and fbew him how many things there 
are in this Author's Vindication, which too much meed 
Another, but admit none. In the mean time, I do, and 
muft declare both to himfelf, and to all others, That the fore- 
mentioned Charge of Herefie and Nonfence (4s he has laid 
it) is fovery Rude, Scandalous, and Provoking, that st 


is impoffible for the Tongue, or Pen of Man to reply any. 


Thing fo feverely upon him, which the foulnefs of the fard 
Expreffion will not abundantly warrant both the Speaking and 
the Writing of. | | 

The Church of England is certainly very Merciful ; 


_ Merciful (as 2 Great Judge once faid of K, Charles II.) 


evento a Fault. For who, by her filewce upon what this 
Bold Man has Wrote, and the Encouragement he has fince 
received, would not be {brewdly induced after fome confidera- 
ble nunsber of Years (sf his fluff [bould live fo long) to be- 
lieve, that his Notions were the Current Doétrine of our 
Church, or, at leaft, of our Church-men at that time ? 
None then oppofing them, most over-looking them, and 
fome countenancing and advancing the Author of them ; and, 
perhaps, for them too. This is truly the Cafe; and I hope 
to do the Church of England fo much Service at leaf, as to 
break the Univer fality both of the Silence, and the prefamed 
Acceptance, by one plain, refolute and full Negative put in 
- againft it. For upon a due Confideration of the Things vens 
ted by this Author, and comparing them with the Proceed- 
ings and Zeal of the Primitive Church zw its Councils, I 
do from my Heart believe, That had he lived and publifbed 
this Book in thofe Days, and Afferted, That the Three 
Divine Perfons in the Trinity were Three diftinct Infi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits. zd that Their Perfonal di- 
ftinGtion confifted only in Self-Confcioufnefs, and their 
Unity 
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Unity only in Mutual-Con{cioufnefS. And withal, That 


the Terms Effence, Nature, 


Subftance, Perfon, 2zd Hy- 


poftafis, or Subfiftence, crc. applyed to the Godhead and 


the Divine Perfons, ferved only 


confound Men's Apprehenfions of them ; 

I do not in the leaft queftion, 
thefe Propofitions, would have 
Condemned iz Council, and 
as he now carries his Head, ltke 


ought to be laid afide ; I fay 
but that all and every one of 
been publickly and folemnly 
the Author of them (as high 


to perplex, obfcure, and 
and for that caufe 


another Abbot Joachim) feverely dealt with for Afferting 


them: and that upon great 
Two chief of thofe Terms, Viz. 


ftance and Subfiltence, were equally 


oppofed by thofe Two grand Arian 
Hereticks avd Furious Difturb- 
ers of the Church, Urfacius and 
Valens, who with their Accom- 
plices vehemently contended to 
have them all wholly fuppref[ea and 
difufed. So that as for the soia 
of the Father and the Son, they 
would have mavierws sdemier 
wonuny, 20 mention at all to be 
made of any fuch Thing 5 and as 
for the veroqacss tt ought wd a- 
“mas Cromateddan not fo much as 
tobe named concerning any of the 
-Three Perfons. And, as ove 


npeoe meereipedivat, % TavleAws bh 
Sat Eradnrep 9 
Uoias Palegs 4 vis, 99 
ayie wvevpalGr ovomaedat. 


‘Hiftor, lib. 4. cap. 18. 


Reafon. Forafimuch, as the 


vols and vaogacss, Sub- 


with the Op.08Ctor it felf 


Having firft rejected the . 
énovoicy in thofe Words, To 
jaby OOuTIOY % TO aolsgiOy CH- 
Bzraropu , as aAAOT EOF TOY 
yeapav. Athanaf. de Synodis 
Arinmini O° Selencia, Tom. ¥. 
P.go4. Edit. Colon. 1686. In 
the next place, p. go06. they 
proceed to. cafhier the Terms 


veie and UDO ATS, in the fol- 
fowing Words. To orone 


9 of ? 
Soins, OWEp awAugeeoy ama THY 
malipov eTe9n, aSroupevov 3 Tobs 
~ ' 7 / 
Aaois onzvdaAroy Epepe, Ato Ts LN 
€ wv 
St ai yexpat teTo TEEEYYTLY, 


} nDEepeiay p.ynpray TB rows yire- 
ai Yeas yespal wands gayneoreucay Tees 
ude opera dwogacis TEEL malegs 9 vie % 
For this fee alfo Socrat. Hijt. lib.2. 
cap. 29. and Theodoret Hiffor. tb. 


ce 21. & Sozomen’s 


2, ¢4p. 18. 
Resfos 
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Reafon for this, they ‘alledzed the farisfaction of Tender 

ct ala Ww hich ah Thad be. are ‘oo foc ten- 

der Confciences ix the World, as (when opportunity ferves) 

may put the Church, not only to part with its Lacey, 

Rites, avd Ceremonies, bat its very Creed a’fo for cverr 

fake. But right, or wrong, thofe Two Arian incendiaries 

preffed hard for the Abolition of thefe Two Words ; as 

this Author alfo does in this his Vindication; treading 

hereby exactly in the fleps of thofe BlefTed Leaders ; sho, no 

doubt, under flood the Interest of thetr bafe Care well exough, 

and were both Self-Confcious, azd Mutually-Confcious, 

how much they ferved the defign, they drove at, by wiiat they 

did, And, fince Things were fo in former Days, what bine 

ders, but that in thefe latter Days likewife, the fare, if not 

prevented, may happen again ? And, that One, who, (tho be 

carries himfelf, as if he were able to tcach the whole World, 

#Scehis Jet for fome certain Reafons, profeffes himfelf a * Learner 

Prevace to {till) having already exploded the Terms Subftance and 

Ae FSubfiftence, as not to be ufed about ree Trinity, may, upon 

ance, p. 5. the winning profrect of fome Approaching Advantage, (as, 

line 15+ where Advani age ts the Teacher, fome care not how long 

they continue Learners) be very eaftly prevarled upon to 

fend the oposoroy racking afer its Fellows,and to abandon and 

caft off twat -oa¢ For, though fuch an One foould give the 

Church his Oath to the contrary, there ts no fecurt/y from 

thence, but ‘iat a Perpetual Learner (by 4 due waiting upon 

Providence) may, all in convenient time, Learn to for- 

get it too: And a Self-Contradictor havine yi ely als 

lowed al hing at one time, as freely and fully dsfowi tt at 
another. | | : 

Wnerefore it was, no doubt, upon 4 moft fertovs confidera- 

tion of the force of Words z# Conjunction with the ‘Tem- 

pers of Men, That the Sixth General Council (and 

Third of Conftantinople) was fo jealoxfly concerned, and 

fo 
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fo remarkably ftrict to fence agsinft all Heretical Mifchief 
from that Quarter as appears from the Concluding Arti- 


“cle of the Synodical Sentence p 


ronounced by the faid Coun- 


cil againft the Monothelites, as we find it thus fet down in 


the A&ts thereof. Thefe Things 
jtherefore, being thus with the 

utmoft care a exaCctnefs, on 
all fides, formed and drawn up 
by us, We Decree and Enact, 


That it fhall not be lawful for . 


any one to Produce, Write, 
Compofe, Conceive, or Teach 
another Faith, or this in any 
other way, or manner. But 
as for thofe who fhall prefume 
to Compofe, or Contrive ano- 
ther Faith, or Publifh, Teach, 
or deliver forth another Creed, 
to fuch as fhall be ready -to 
come over to the Acknowledg- 
ment of the Truth from Hea- 
thenifm, or Judaifme, or an 

other Sect whatfoever, or thall 
introduce any sufual way of 
{peaking -, ‘Or mew _ Invented 
Terms, as tending to Subvert 
all chat has been defined by us, 
if they be Bifhops, or in Cle- 
rical Orders, we decree, That 


_ yours Wap 


Téroy roluy pela racns Te:- 
lasvotev anesBaas Tey EMME . 
Actas map np Dralvarabey lors 


oesConer triexs Tig pander! ee - 
Giyas Tegpepery, nyeV cuylespav 
4 curl Sévain Depvey m Pidaoxey 
étépws. Tus 3 roapovias % our- 
riSivet ict étiegy n TENKOL 1- 
ayn didacxey ® maegdidovat 
reese cvp[oAor qols eXsAuoly 
the-pépay cis Saryraow & aan 
Seas 2 “Eaanniope neg Tedaio- 
we nlay 6& cipsocews giagar n XaL- 
roQwviay nro Adsews éceupeoiy 
wep: avateptla doayay Tv 
1 ap pps Droercdévlorr TeT HS 
ci piv Stioxowos easy, 7 MANELKOS, 
dAAoreses BH) THs Ewirxowes t 
SOKQTAS Xj TES Kanernss 3 
xarpe’ 6 3 provaCorles eter a Aai- 
noi avavenariC eda autres. Con- 
cil. 6. in Atione 17. few ultined, 
circa finem. 


they Shall be deprived of their Bifhopricks, or faid Or- 
ders; orif they be Monks, or Laymen, that they fhall 
be Anathematized. So that we have here ‘a clear and fult 
Declaration of a General Council, agaist al teaching, not 
only ixeegv st, but alfa erépas; that is, not-oaly sgasnit de- 


a 


livertng 
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livering another Faith, byt againft delivering the fame in ae 
nother way, or manner, than the Council had fettled, and 
againft the ufe of all new-Invented Terms, all nawogwvia, 
or epeupesss F Ascews, (Self-Confcioufnefs, avd Mutual- 
Confcioufnels themfelves not excepted) as inthe Judgment 
of the Council, deftructive in their confequence to the Faith 
declared ; and all this upon pain of Deprivation, or Ana- 
thematization, 2s the Quality of the Perfons concerned 
fhould happen tobe. According to the rigour of which Sen- 
tence, andthe Proceeding of the Cliurch in thofe Ages fu- 
table to it, Deprivation, or Sufpenfion, would, xo doubt, 
have attended this Author, had he then lived and produced 
his new Terms, in defiance and reproach of the former recei- 
vedones. Andif [uch a punifbment had actually befallen 
him, he would have found, that in thofe Days, Men were 
not wont either to be Su{pended, or Deprived tx order to 
their Promotion. —_— : : 
I know indeed, that in the Apology lately put out by him 
for Writing againft the Socinians, he atters fome Things 
contrary to what he had Afferted in this his Vindication of 
the Trinity. But this the Reader ought not at all to be fur- 
prized at; it being as Natural to fome Men to Write as to 
Breath, avd to Contradict them/felves at to Write: And 
_ no Man of Sence y:who knows this Author, will reckon that 
he knows his Fudgment, or Opinion froms any Book Wrote by 
Him, any longer, than tell he Writes another 5 nor from that 
neither, till he hasW’rote his laft. | 

Having given the Reader this fhort Prelibation, or 
Tafte of the Book , which Ifball more particularly and fully 
examine prefently, I think fit to remark fomething alfo upon 
that other Piece mentioned by me, and Entitaled, A Di- 
{courfe concerning the Knowledge of Jefus Chrift, cc. 
A Book fraaght with fuch Vile and Scandalous Reflexions 
upon God’s Juftice, with reference to Chrift’s seca 
bat 
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that it may defervedly pals for 4 Blafphemous Libel spor 
both, Andl do ferioufly think, thar‘never was any Book 
Licenfed, Publifhed, and fuffered to pafs Uncontrolled, 
more to the Difgrace of the Church of England than this, 
which the Reader will quickly fee upon his ‘R eading fome 8 
faces of it; which, I am fure, if he be but Chiriftianly di- 
{pofed, be cannot do, but with extreme Horroar, But be- 
fore I direct the Reader to his Blafphemies,I /ball lay before 
him one Grand leading Abfurdity, which utterly Evacuaates 
and Overthrows the whole Do€trine of Free Grace, azd the 
Redemption of Mankind thereby ; snd indeed, by 
Confequence, the whole Oeconomy of the Chriftian Reli- 
10n. 
‘ Andit is that Wonderful Affertion concerning the Good- 
nefs of God, iz Page 44. of his Knowledge of Chrift, 
viz. That itis not poffible to underftand what Good- 


nefs is, without Pardoning Grace. Now certain it is, 


that Natural Reafon, dy sts own light, is able from the 
Common Works of God’s Providence, to collect the 
Knowledge of God’s Goodnefs; as St. Paul exprefly told 
thofe Heathens of Lycaonia, A€ts 14.17. and therefore, 
if the Knowledge of God’s Goodnefs, xeceffarily implies 
tz it, the Knowledge of Pardoning Grace, it will follow, 
That the Heathens by under ftanding one from the Works of 
Providence, : mujt needs under itand and know the other al- 
fo; and confequently,-that the Knowledge of Pardoning 
Grace is not ovtng to Revelation, xor the Gofpel neceffary 
to make a Defcovery of tt to Mankind. A Bleffed Principle, 
sad Foundation, no doubt, to eftablifh the a 
Scheme of a Natural Religion upoz ! For it ts not unknown, 
what Projects were on foot among ft fome, when this Book 
was Wrote, though the Author had the ill luck to be left in 
the Lurch, and not feconded in the Attempt. | 
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Rat tn oppofition to this Paganifh Affertion, I do here 
affirm, That if God may be Good, and that, both as to 
the Effential Artribure of his “tooanefs, and as to the a- 
tual Exercife of the fame, without the Pardon of Sin, 


then it isnot 279.5b/¢ 20 aiacr stand the Goodnefs of God, 


without Pardoning Giace. The Confcquence is evident. 
For wha'fsever any Tf ving is, it is capable j being under-. 
ftoodto be, Axdas jor the Antecedent, that is manifeft 
from thefe Confiderarioas.. : an | 

Firft, That God mwas Good, and exerted Aéts of Good- 
nefs, before there was any Sin inthe World, azd therefore 
might be, and undoubtedly was, underftood both as Good, 
and as exercifing his Goodnefs, by the Angels before the 
Fallof any of them, and for that reafon before Pardon of 
Sin could come tuto Conftderation. 

In the next Place, God had been Good, and had exerci- 
fed his Goodnefs, bad Men and Angels been Created Im 
peccable ; and, I am (ve it is no Contradiction to hold, 
That they might have been Originally made fuch, as all Glo- 
rified Spirits now actually are. | 

And Laftly, God is, and may be underftood to be Good, 
even in refpect of thofe, whofe Sins {hall never be pardoned. 
And therefore that Affertion of this Author, ‘That it is not 
poffible to underftand what Goodnefs is. without Par- 
doning Grace, és apparently falfe and abfurd; as drawing 
after it One of thefe Two Confequences. 

Firft, That either we cannot understand the Creation and 
Support of Angels, and of this vifible World, and particu- 
larly of Mankind, to havetbeen Acts and Inftances of the 
Divine Goodnefs (which yet, no doubt, were very great 
ones.) Or, - | | | 

Secondly, That we cannot underftand them as fuch, bat 
by anderftanding them alfo to imply in them Pardoning 
Grace. <Andif fo, then, fuppofing the Creation of Man, 
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aia. 3s Sin after his Creation, and the Goodnefs of God 
remaining fill €2- Ire, notwitafrandiug ‘fan's Sin, (as it 
certainly did) it will follow, that Pardoning Grace, having 
(according to the forementioned Principle) a neceffary Con- 
nexion with, or refult from the faid Goodnefs, muff have 
fallen in of courfe, and by neceffary confequence from thence. 
And then, Where could be the Freedom of this Grace ? Nay, 
Where could be this Grace it felf? For the very Nature of 
Grace coxfifts inthis, that it be an Act perfectly Free; fo 
free, that God might have chofen, after Manhad finned, 
whether he would ever have offered him any Condittons of 
Pardon, or no; Andifhe had not, Men might, notwith- 
ftanding that, have abundantly known ard uzderftood the 
Goodnefs of God, or other Acts and Inftances, in 
which it had fufficiently declared it felf. So that the forego- 
ing Affertion is nothing but a grofs Paradox, and a Scurvy 
Blow at all Revealed Religion befides, if the Knowledge 
of Pardoning Grace could, or may be had without it. 

And now after this Abfurdity prefented to the Reader’s 
Examination; I fball point out to him fonze of the Bla{phe- 
mies alfo that occurr inthe fame Book. Such as are thefe 
that follow. The Juftice of God (fays be) having glut- 
ted it felf with Revenge on Sin inthe Death of Chrift, 
henceforward we may be fure he will be very kind, as 
a Revengeful Manis, when his Paffion isover. Kyow- 
ledge of Chrift, P. 46. Again, the Sum of the Matter 
is, That God 1s all Love and Patience, when he has ta- 
ken his fill of Revenge; as others ufe to fay, That the 
Devil himfelf is very good when he is pleafed, Pag. 47, 
Again, Vhe Death of Chrift (fajs he) difcovers the Na- 
turalne!s.of Julticeto God; that is, That he is fo Juft, 
that lie has not one Dram of Goodnefs in him, till his 
Rageand Vengeance be fatisfied ; which, I confefs, is 
a glorious kind of Juftice.. zd prefentiy after. Now 
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the Juftice and Vengeance of God having their A€tings 
affigned them to the full, being glurted and fariated 
withthe Blood of Chrift, God may pardon as many 
and great Sins as he pleafes, P.59. And futable to this, 
he likewife calls the Method of God's faving Sinners upon a 


Previous Satisfaction made to his Faftice, as neceffary for. 


the Remiffion of Sin , God’s Trucking and Bartering 
with Sin, and the Devil for his Glory, P. 52. Cozcern- 
inz which and the like Expreffions uttered by this Great- 
Good Man (4s a certain poor Wretch calls him) I cannot 
but out of 4 due Zeal, and concern for that Eternal. Truth, 
by which, I hope to be Saved, declare, That the Tongue 
that fhould Speak fuch things, deferves to Speak no 
more; and the Hand that fhould Writc them, to Write 
nomore. And great pity it is, that at this time, and in 
this cafe alfo , his Afcendant had not tyed up his Hands 
from Writing. For fee, how one of the Leading Dillent- 


on againfters Infults over our Church, apon occafion of thefe Horrid 


Sh. pe 47; 
48, Oc. 


Paffages. Is this (fays be) Language becoming a Son of 


_ the Church of England? Ought it not more juftly to have 


been expetted from a ‘few, or a Mahometan? From Ser- 


vetus, or Socinus, (from whom alfo it was borrowed) 
than from a Son of the Church, in a Book publifhed by 
Licence and Authority? Azd thus he goes on, equally 
Chaftifing his Arrozance, and Expofing his Ignorance ; 
the an Church’s Repatation all the while paying the Scores 
of both, 

be now, tf either He himfelf, or any jn him {halt 
plead. That it was not fairly done to charge him with thofe 
Blafphemies, which he may (and perhaps does) pretend to 
have been uttered by Him in the Perfon of his Adver- 
fary, and as the genuine Confequences of the Doétrine 
maintained by him. | 


To 
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To this] Anfwer. Firft, That he, who pretends to {peak 
in the Perfon of another, onght, according to all Juftice and 
Decorum, to fpeak only fuch Things as that other, whom 
he perfonates, ufes to fpeak, and nage to his known, 
Avowed Sence. But did his Adverfary, Dr. Owen, ever 
peak fo? Or ufe the Expreffions here uttered by this Author ? 
Whereas he declares himfelf concerning the faid Expreffions 
thus, viz. That he cannot mention them without beg- 
ging Pardon for repeating {uch horrid and defperate 
Blafphemies. Owen’s Vindication againft Sherlock, p. 46. 
That they were fitter for a Few, or a Mahometan, for 
Servetus, or Socinus, than a Son of this Church, p. 47. 
That he abhorred the Rehearfal of fuch horrid Profane- 
nefS, p. 49. That they were odious Satanical Exprobra- 
tions of the Truth of Chrift’s Satisfaction, zbid. And 
now can this Man pretend to [peak thefe Things in the Per- 
fon of one who thus Abhors, Abominates, avd Detefts 
them? The Truth is, his whole Book is fuch lewd Mifre- 
prefent ation beth of the Words and Sence of his Adverfa- 
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ry, that if hehas any Bloud in his Body, st su/t needs <4 , 
ble 


in his Face, z#d bid him Bluth for fach Unconfciona 
Falfifications. a 

But Secondly, If be charges thefe Affertions as Conte- 
quences of the Doétrine maintained by his Adverfary, I 
must pat him in mind of thefe two Things. 

1. That to the juft charging of any Man with the Confe- 
quences of his Dottrine, or Opinion, the Things fo char- 
ged, ought to be not only the Real, but alfo the Plain, Dt- 
rect, and Immediate Confequences of’ that Opinion. For- 
afmuch as no Man onght in reafon to be charged with the Re- 
mote far-fetched Confequences of any Propofition held b 

him ‘die he may in all Equity (if he difclaims them) be 
fuppofed ignorant of them, and that inculpably too. 


a. This 
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2. This Author és to kwow, That to the just charging of 


even any Doktrine, or Opinion, with [uch and | psi Confe- 
quences, though they follow never fo really and truly from 
st, yet if they lie any thing remote, and at y ta diftance from 
the fame , they ought firft by clear undeniable Arguments 
to be proved to follow from thence, before they can juftly and 
fairly be charged to do fo. ; 

Which two Obfervations thus premifed; that I may lay 


the whole Matter before the Reader more — s he is: 


to take Notice, That the Dottrine, which this Author loads 
with thefe Blafphemous Confequences ; és, That of theNe- 
ceffity of a Satisfaction to be paid toGod’sJuftice in order 
to the Pardon of Sin, and the Juftification of Sinners. 
And this I affirm to have been the received Doétrine of the 
Church, azd the General Opinion of Divines 7x the Cafe ; 
all afferting the Neceffity of fucha Satisfaction ; though 
not All, I confefs, npon the fame ground. 

For Firft , Some fouzd this N eceflity upon the Ne- 
ceflary Egrefs of God’s Vindittive Juftice,. naturally 
atting and exerting st felf where it meets with a Proper 
Object. 

But Secondly, Others ftate this Neceflity upon the De- 
cree or Purpofe of God, refolving to take this courfe for the 
Pardon of Sin, and xo other. Which Decree zd Purpofe, 


though made freely, yet being actually paffed and declared, it 


was not free for God to bawlk the execution of tt. His Ve- 
racity, Wifdom and Honour , as Supreme Governour of the 
World; not fuffering him to let the Violation of his Laws 
pals without a due fatisfattion made to his Fuftice. And 
this has been the Opinion of most Divines in this 
matter. 7 | 
Neverthele{s,(whether upon either of thefe grounds,or fome 
other Jit is certain, that the Necelfity of a Satisfaction was ftill 
| - held, 
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held,and owned by the Church: And yet upon fuppofal of this 
Neceflity alone it is, (whatfoever ground tr be flated upon) 
that this Aathor fers God forth in a moft Profane manner, as 


an Impotent Man venting his Rage and Paffion without 


any fufficient Ground or Reafon for it. For, Iam fure, 
no other Confideration can Anfmer , or come up to tie lm~ 
piety of the forecited Expreffions. And I freely appeal to 
the Learned , and Unbyafled Reader, Whether the faid 
Paffages can be placed to any other Account whatfoever. 

And if they cannot, I ask with what Confcience could this 
Man, of his own Head, invent fuch Hideous, Abominable 
Words, andthen thraft them into his Adverfary’s Mouth, 
whether he would, or no? Or charge them as the neceflary 
Confequences of his Do€trine, ‘without proving, or by any 
formed _—— fo much as offering to prove them fo? 
For furely he ought to have done this in the first place, and 
(fince he knew that the Learned Affertors of this Dottrine, 
did and would den - to be the Confequences of it to the 
very Death) he boul by clear and folid Ratiocination have 
proved againft them, (in {pight of their Denial) that thefe 
were indeed the True and Natural Confequences of the [aid 
Doétrine, before he reproached them as fuch. But, it feems 
he was for doing execution firlt, and for proceeding to 
Tryal afterwards ; though, as hafty as he was in the former, 
be has not yet done the latter, nor, I believe, ever will, 

Upon the whole Matter it is manifeft, That tt was not 
fo much any thing Perfonal in Dr. Owen (how bitter 
foever he was againit him) as the. Doctrine of Chrift’s 
SatisfaCtion afferted by the faid Doktor, ti common with 
the whole Chriftian Church, which this “Author fo 
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vilely reflected upon; and difcharged all thofe Blafphemous — 


Scoffs at, in that Book of his; and confequently: fo far as 
be was the Author both of the Book and the Scoffs in 
tt, he was as fit « Perfon : have joyned in the. Addrefs 

A ‘to 
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all pretence of Denial) feveral 
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to the Morocco Ambafladour, as azy Man in England 
befides. 2 | | 
Me do, I confefs, charge this Author with Afferting ‘Three 
Gods (though he does not in'Terminis expres it) becaufe 
of his Afferting Three diftin&t Infinite Minds, or 
Spirits; But then the.cafe here on my part ts quite diffe~ 
rent from what it was on his. For in this, the é onfequence 
of Three Gods from Three diftinet Infinite Spirits, # 
dire€t, manifeft, avd immediate; or rather , ta Truth, 
is not fo properly 4 Confequence, or one Affertion fol- 
lowing fromanother, as one andthe very fame thing ex- 


preffed ia other words; which is the True account of 


this Matter. For the Words {Infinite Mind or Spirit] are 
but aPeriphiwafis of the Thing fignified by the Term [God :] 
And their perfect equivalence eal be fully demonftrated in 
my Fifth Chapter. 
From all which I conclude, oir et there are (beyond 
orrid Bla{phemous Ex~ 
preffions in this Author’s forementioned Book, which mujt 
and ought to be charged fomewhere, and fince his Ad- 
verfary utterly difowns them all, both as to Words ana 
Sence ; and fince the Dottrine s felf, maintained by 
him, infers no fuch Thing ; nor has this Author proved 
that it does fo; but that the faid a age of it are 
peculiarly his own, ana occur no where but in his Book (ex- 
cept poffibly in the Writings of fome of Hes Old Friends the 
““§ocinians, and thofe fuch as 


ollows that accord~ 


See a mott Virulent and Bla- the Say Peg Mini- 


fpemous Book Wrote by thefe fters) # 


Men, and entituled, Premonitio- ing to the ftricteft Laws of 
nes Chrifti & Apoftolorum de abo- fair and juft Quotation,all the 
lendo vero Chrifto per Antichriftum, black Dirt of thofe Impi- 


ous and foul Paffages which I 
have cited from him, and charged upon him, ought to lie 
| | wholly 
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wholly at his Door ;. and let him (and his Porter) [hovel it 
away thence as they ave able, on 
As to what concerns tne Licenfing this Book, fo feverely, 
and [o justly reflected upon by Dr. OWen, tt did (it muit be 
confelfed ) meet with a Perfon, as it were, framed for the 
very parpofe. For none certainly could be fo fit to ftamp an 
Imprimatur apow 4 Book Wrote againft Chrilt’s Satisfatti- 
on, as One, who while he was Eating the Bread, avd Wear- 
ing the Honours of the Church, could ftab the Doctrine of 
rttothe Heart, by Writing for Tranfubftantiation. Azd 
then inthe next place, for tts paffing Uncontrolled, it had re- 
ally been to be wi{bety That BS in Convocation, 72 
the laff efpecially (in which fo many of them acquitted them- 
felves fo exceeding worthily upon other Accounts) would have 
vouch{afed to wipe off this fowl Blot fron the Church by 2 
due Cenfure pat upon the forementioned Pofitions, fo re- 
proachful to that, and fo Gontumelious to our Common 
Chriftianity. For what vaft advantage the Diflenters have 
taken from hence to Scandalize and Befpatter the Government 
and Governours of our Church, is but too well known, and 
cannot be too much Lamented;. and. heartily wifb, That it 
had been a Scandal only Taken, and not Given. And the See the 
rather do Ireprefent this as aWork fit for the Convocation ; Rca of 
fince this Author has given the World fuch a Notable Proof, Alegiznce, 
shed nothing but a Convocation can Convince, or work up- P+ 
on him, | | | 
And thus I have given the Reader aSpecimen of the Do- 
étrines of this Author in thefe Two Books of his. Inthe 
former of which, he affects to be the Socinian’s humble Ser- 
vant, by Ridiculing and Exploding Chrift?s Satisfaction 
of Gods Faftice; and fo in effect, the whole Myftery of 
the Golpel :. And in the latter be pretends to oppofe them 
by fuch a Vindication of the Trinity, 2zd of Chrift’s 
‘Incarnation , 4s one wonld think, were Wrote by Them- , 
_ be | jfelves. 
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felves.. But. whatfoever it is, that he either pretends, or 
intends (as tt is hard to know the latter by the former} 
this Charater Ifhall give of him as 2 Writer, That there 
ts hardly any one Subject, which he has Wrote upon, (that 
of Popery only excepted) but he has Wrote both for it 
and againtt it roo: Not thas I fay, that he has Printed 
all which he has fo Wrote; but Printing is not-the only 
way of Publication ; asd.this I will fay befides , That where 
he has not Printed, be has A&ted it with a W; itnefs. And 
yet even for Printing ; could any thing be Wrote and Prine 
ted more {barp and bitter againft the Diflenters, ‘than what 
this Man Wrote in his Anfwer to the Proteftant Reconc 
der? And yet how frankly (or rather fulfomely) does he. 
open both his Arms to embrace them in his Sermon Preached 
before the Lord Mayor, on Novemb. 4. 1688 ? Though I 
dare fay, That the Diffenters themfelves are of that Com 
feancy as to own, That they were of the fame Principles in 
88, that they were of in 85. But the Truth %, Old Friend- 
fbips cannot be fo eafily forgot. And it has been an Obfervatic- 
on made by fome,that bit can any one be foundwho was firft 
tatnted with a Conventicle, whom a Cathedral could ever 
after cure; but that ftll upon every crofs Turn of Affairs a- 
gainft the Church, the irrefiftible Magnetifys of the Good 
Old Caufe, (as fome Hill think it) would quickly draw him 
out of the Good Old Way. The Fable tells: us of a Cat once : 
turned intoa Woman, but the next fight of a Moule quick-. | 
Ly diffolved the Metamorphofis, cafbiered the Woman, andre- | 
Stored the Brute.. And fome Virtuoti. (skélled in the-Ufeful 
Philofophy cf Alterations). have thought her wuch a gainer 
by the latter change ; there being [o many unlucky turns in the 
World, in which it is not half fo fafe and advantagious to 
Walk Upright,. 2 to be able to fall always upon one’s 
| 


Legs, e : ee re bd <3 = 
But not.to hold. the. Reader tootong in the Entrance of the 
| Worky. 
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Work, which I am about to prefent him with, I do here affure 
him, That, inthe following Animadverfions, I have firiétly 
par{ued this Author in every part of his new Hypothefis, I 
have anfwered all his Arguments, not omitting fo much as 
one, or any T bing that looks like one. And if I have thought 
fit fometimes in a foort Remark or two, here and there to re= 


fre{b the Reader and my felf, by expofing his Bold and Blind. 


fede together , yet this as ftill been my method, throughly to 
difpatch the Argument, before I offer to divert upon the 
Author. 

. As for that part of his Book, which peculiarly concerme 
the Socinians, I leave him and them to fight it out. My ba- 
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fixefs is to fbew, That the Do&trine of our Church ss abfo-" 


lutely 4. Stranger to his Novel and Beloved Notions: It 
knows them not ; It owns them not ;. nor ought we. to look 


upon him, fo far as he Afferts and Maintains them, to be any 


‘Trae and Genuine Son of it : And confequentl, whether he 


worries the Socinians, or (which is much the more likely, 


the Socinians worry him, the Church of England és xot at 
all concerned. . 


The Contents of the Chapters. 


CHAPTER I. 


R Eerefeating the Sence and Signification of the Word 


Myftery ; 4s alfo a’Kindication of the Ufe and Ape 
plication of. tt to fome of the moft Difficult and Sublime 
Truths of the Golpel ; and lastly, a full Proof, That the 
Account given by this Author of his Explication of the 


Article of the Trinity, és wholly tnconfistent with the My-- 
fferioufnefs of st ; together with fome. Remarks upon-his 


needlefs Apology for Writing againft the Socinians. . 


CPAP... 
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CHAP. II. 

Containing an Account of feveral Terms commonly made ufe 
of in difcour(ing of the Divine Nature, and Perfons, and 
particularly {bewing the Propriety of Applying the Words 
Effence, Subftance, Nature, Infinity, -and the like, to 
this great Subject ; and laftly, proving this Author’s Ex- 
ceptions ayainst the ufe of them about the fame, Falfe, 
Groundle{s and Impertinent : With fome further Remarks 
pon his forementioned Apology. 

| CHA P._ III. | 

In which this Authors New Notion of Self-Confcioufnel 
and Mutual+Confcioufnels és briefly declared ; Self-Con- 
{cioufnels made by him the Formal Conftituent Reafon of 
Perfonality iz all Perfons, both Create and Increate } 
and on the contrary, proved againjt him in the firft place, 
That it is not fo in Perfons Create. 

CHAP. IV. - 

In which is proved againft this Author, That neither is Self 
Confcioufnels the Formal Conftituent Reafon of Perfo- 
mality ix the Three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity ; 
nor Mutual-Confcioufnefs the Reafon of their Unity 
tn one and the fame Nature. a 

| CHAP. V. 

In which is proved againft this Author, That the Three 
Perfons of the Blefled Trinity are ot. ‘Three diftin& 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits. ae 

CHAP - Vi. : 
In which is confidered, what,teeseAuthor pretends to from 


the Authority of the Fathers and tlt. Schoolmen, tn be- — 


half of his New Hypothefis ; 2nd, ix the first place, 
fboewn, That neither do the Fathers own the Three Di- 
vine Perfons to be Three diftin& Infinite Minds ; zor 
Self-Confcioufnefs to be the Formal Reafon of their 


Diftinéion, 
CHAP. 


The CONTENTS. 


CHAP. VII. 

In which is foewn, That the Paffages alledged by this Author 
out of the Fathers, do not prove Mutual-Conf{cioufnefs 
to be that wherein the Unity of the Divine Nature én the 
Three Perfons of the Blelfed Trinity does confift 5 but 
that the Fathers place it in fomething elfe. 

~ CHAP. VIII. 

In which is fet down the Ancient and Generally received Do= 
étrine of the Church concerning the Article of the Blef- 
fed Trinity, as st is delivered by Councils, Fathers, 
Schoolmen, azd other later Divines ; together with a 
Vindication of the faid Doctrine fo explained from this 
Author’s Exceptions. te 

CHAP. IX. 

In which this Author’s Paradoxes, both Philofophical and 
Theological, as they occur in this Difcourfe, are drawn, 
together, Examined, and Confuted, . 

ae at AP. X. | 

In which this Author’s Grammatical (and other fuch like): 
Miftakes, as they are found here, and there in his Writings, 
are fet down and remarked upon. 

CHAP. XI. 

In which is given fome Account of this Author’s Temper, 
and infolent way of Writing, as well in Extolling pins 
as in Depreffing and Scorning his Adverfaries; in both — 
which he has not his Parallel, : 

CHAP. XII | 
Containing a Brief Review, and Conclufion of the whole. 


Some 


Some of the moft Confiderable Errata of the Prefs 
. are thus to be Corrected. 


Pye ges. Line 2. of the Quotation, for re real 7, iid, 1.16. for 
"Heses read “Hpece. | 
Book, p.51. 110. tor Anslagous read Analogous, p.71. for Chap. II. read 
Chip. MI. p.72. 1.29. for deftind real diftin#, p. 103.1.17. for de read thar, 
p. 123-1. 21. for vole read tsia p. 126. 1.7. tor one and another dcle and, 
P. 131.1. 23. for anxoonarle read dhaxoonar]e, p. 138. 1. 28. for of Deity 
read of the Deity, p. 143.1. 8. inftead ot me read Men, p. 160. |. 31. for De- 
nous read Dane, p. 161. 1. §. for onr read our, p. 168..1. 14. to to dele one 
$0, p. 173.1. penult. dmploying read implying, p. 198.1. 21. for feperately read 
Separately, p. 205. at the end of the 2d. Gr. Quot. for-quarta read quartd, 
p- 220. 1.19. for quod fic read quod fic, 1. 20. for quod non* read quid non, 
p-231. 1.6. of the Gr. Quot. for eumsr]e read pumer}e, p. 232. in the 
31 Gr. Quot. for vmeSe@ read vwtpSeG@-, p. 237.1. 14. for the Unity read 
That Unity, p. 260.1.9. 106 @rmory read {rany* p. 263. 1. 16. for ergd read 
Ergo, p. 268.1. 22. for Beotius read Eoetius, and ibid.\. 25. for Difinition read 
Definition, p. 272.1. 18. for quamvss read quamvis, p.278.1.17. for Nicenz 
fead Nicena, p. 283.1. 6. for on read upon, p. 284. 1.1. for Bu read Bur, 
p- 285.1. 7. for Metaphificiin read Metaphyfician © alibi, p. 288. 1. 17. for Con- 
teffion read a Conceffion, p. 289.1. quot. 4. and 1. 8. of the Text, for gye read 
Wve, Pp. 291. in the Latin Quot. 1.2. for tantummodo read tantimmodo, 1. 8. for 
quarc read qudre, p. 322.1.25. for aferter read Affertor, p. 333. 1. 13. for 
ariuaca: read avbuasas, p. 345. 1. 31. for Archbifhop read bihop 1» 342. 1.30. 
for oweds read osteds, p. 352. Correétion the 25th. for eweapd vax] @ read 
arapdrnrax]@ * ~. 362.°1. 16. for wreaking read reeling, p. 364. 1.8. for 
pvsdae read prikX. 

It the Reader chance to meet with any more Faults in Accents, he is defi- 
red to Correét, or Excufe them, together with all Mifpointings, which in 
Rooks of any length are commonly too many to be adap ents and exaétly 
fet down: Befides that here, through the faintnefs of the Charaéter feveral 
Letters, Points and Accents do fcarce appear. 


 Advertifement. 


‘T having been found requifite to make fome Alter ations 
and Additions in this Second Impreffion of thefe Ani- 
‘madverfions, Gc. yet that thofe who have bought up the 
former, may faffer thereby as little as may be, the Author has 
thought fit for their ufe and benefit to caufe the faid Additi- 
ons and Alterations, tobe Printed in a Sheet or two by them- 


felves. 
Animad- 
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CHAP. IL. 


Reprefenting the Sence and Signification of the Word 
Myftery ; « alfo a Vindication of the Ufe and. 
Application of it to fome of the moft Difficult and 
Sublime Truths of the Gofpel 5 and laffly, a full 
Proof, That the Account given by this Author of 
bis E-xplication of the Article of the Trinity, 
is wholly inconfiftent with the Myfterioufnefs of 
it; together with fome Remarks upon bis need- 
lefs Apology for Writing againft the Soci- 
niadns. 

se” N Order to the better Examination of what this 
Author has wrote about the Holy Trzxty,I think 

It requifite to premife fomething concerning the 

Signification, Sence, and Nature of a My{tery. 
“~~ For certainly the Unity of One and the fame un- 

divided God-head, ina Trinity of diftinét Perfons, is 

one of the greatelt My fteries,if not abfolutely the great- 
eft in our Chriftian Religion. Now a Myftery,accord- 
ing to the common fignification of the word, is cerived 
either from the Greek word puéw, which fignifies to 


initiate, Or enter one into Sacred Rites, or Doctrines, or 
from 
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from vw, another Greek word (and that in the judg- 
ment of Ex/tathivs and Stephanus, more regularly and 
naturally) fignifying to /but or clofe up, and moft com- 
monly apply’d to the fhutting of the eyes or mouth, the fo- 
Iemn pofture of the xugp§or, or Izctiatz in the Rites of 


SeeCafaub. the Gentile Worfhip. And, /a/t/y, one of no {mall Note 


Exer. 16. 
ad Aun. 


Baron. 43 
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for Critical as well as other Learning, will needs run it 
up evento a Hebrew Original, deriving it from Moa 
which fignifies res ab/condita aut fecretum. Concerning 
which, it muft be confefled, That there is a more than 
ordinary agreement between the Hebrew and Greek 
word, both as to Sound and Signification. But whether 
this be not wholly accidental, is left to the Criticks in 
thefe Languages to determine. In the mean time, moft 
account ugnesov a word purely and perfectly Greck : 
And the Original of it lies fo manifeftly in one of thie 
two fore-mentioned Greek words, that it feems a need- 
lefs Curiofity,cr rather a meer Fancy to feek for it elfe- 
where. But whatfoever the Origination of the word is, 
it always imports fometning hidden or concealed, efpcci- 
ally with reference to Sacred or Religious Matters; And 
in this Sence it occurs frequently, if not always, in pro- 
phane Writers ; from whence the Holy Pen-men of the 
New Teftament fcem to have borrow’d and apply’d it 
to fome of the Great and Arduous Truths of Chriftia- 
nity, fuch as human Reafon cannot give a clear and ex- 
plicit Account of. 

This therefore being the undoubted Notation and 
Signification of the Word, I fhall deliver the Naturc of 
the thing it felf in this Definition, viz. That aM, /lery is 
4 Truth reveal’d by God, above the Power of natural Reafor 
to find out or comprehend. This, Itake, to bea full and 
proper Definition of a Myftery.And accordingly I {hall 
confider the feveral Parts of it diftindlly. As, 


Firft 
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Firft, That it is a Truth, By which we exclude eve- 
ry thing from being a Myftery that is abfurd or contra- 
dietious s fince a Truth can by nomeansbe fo. And 
confequently hereby ftand culated alfo the Fooleries 
and Falfities of all other Religions, how Myftcrious 
foever they may be pretended to be, and with how 
much Solemnity and Confidence foever delivered. 

Secondly, The next Qualification is, That it be reveal- 
ed by God, viz. as to its Exiflence, That there is eae a 
thing. For otherwife, as to the Nature of the thing it 
felf, and feveral other ref{pects, in which it may be 
known, the Revelation of itis not fuppos’d to extend 
fo far. Ina Word, asa Myftery implies fome Reve- 
lation of a Thing; foit follows, That all Revelation 
does not overthrow the Myfterioufnefs of it : But on- 
ly fuch a plenary and entire Revelation of it, as leaves 
nothing in the Nature of it abftrufe or undifcovered. 
But now, though Revelation be a neceflary Ingredient 
in this Definition, yet it is not fufficient ; fomething 
more being ftillrequired. Since nothing hinders, but 
that the fame thing may be both revealed by God, and 
known upon other accounts too. As the Moral Law 
was revealed by God to his People, and may be drawn 
and demonftrated from Principles of Natural Reafon 
alfo. And therefore, the 

Third Property of a Myftery is, That it furpa/s all the 
Power of Natural — to difcover or find it out. And 
that not only as tothe Quid fit, or particular Nature, 
but alfo as to the Qudd fit of ittoo. For that there 
are or should be fuch or fuch things, (to confider only 
the bare Exiftence of them) no Principle of humane 
Reafon, by its own natural or improved Light, could 
ever have found out, as might be eafily fhewn by In- 
duction, through the feveral Myftcries of our Religi- 
| | B 2 on, 
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on, fuch asare the Trinity, the Incarnation, the Myfti- 
cal Union of Chrift with the Church, the Refurrection of 
the Body, and the like; of all, and each of which, meer 
Reafon could never have made a difcovery. 

Fourthly, The fourth and laft Condition of a Myfte- 
ry, exprefs’d in the foregoing Definition of it, 1s, That 
st be fuch a Thing, as bare Natural Reafon (even after tt 
is difcovered) cannot comprehend. fay comprerend, that 
is, know it perfectly, and as far as it is capabie of be- 
ing known. I donot fay, That it is, or ought tobe 
wholly Unintelligible. For fome knowledge(no doubt) 
may be had of it. As, firft, we may know the Sig- 
nification and Meaning of the Words or Terms, in 
which it is delivered or revealed tous. Likewife as to 
the thing it f{elf, we may have fome imperfect, defe- 
étive knowledge of that too. Suchas the Apoftle Paw 
calls 2 knowing ta part, and feeing as through a gla/s darkly, 
i Cor. 13.12. which words manifeftly and naturally 
import, That fomething is known, though in a very 
imperfect manner and degree, and that fomeching alfo 
remains {til unknown, which fhall hereatter be clearly 
and fully difcovered, and made known unto us. So 
that I think nothing could give us a truer, and more 
fatisfactory account of the Nature of an Evaneclical 
Myftery, thanthis Scripture, viz. That itisa Truth, 
of which we know fomething, at prefent, though ve- 
ry imperfectly ; but are ignorant of a great deal more 
belonging to it. And this ro ayrwg-oy, this obfcure and 
abftrufe part of it, is that which properly conftitutes 
and denominates a Sacred Trutha Myftery ; and con- 
fequently we may reckon the Account given us of a 
Myjtery by St. Chryfoftome, a true and exact Defcription 
of it by its principal Property, viz. Fi amoppatov ¥ Sau- 
magrov 4 ayvoswwov, Homily 7. on the 2Coriath. and 
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Homily 19. on the Epéftle tothe Romans. Where I de- 
firethe Reader ftill to obferve, that I do not affirm, 
That this laft Acception of the Word is either the Ori- 
ginal Sence of it, or that the Heathen Writers ufed it 
in this Signification ; all that they intended to fignifie 
by the Word Myfferium, {eeming to have been only 
that it was, Quid facrum & fecretum. But this I affirm, 
That the Fathers and Writers of the Chriftian Church 
generally ufed it in the Sence fpecificd ; that is, The 
affix’d a farther Sence to it of theirown; but ftill fuc 
an one as carried with it fomething of Analogy and 
Cognation to the firft, whereby it fignify’d only fome- 
thing obfcure or occult in facred Matters. So that now, if 
any one fhould argue, That in the Writers of the 
Chriftian Church, My ftertum fignified only, Quid facrum 
co json becaufe it fi enified no more inthe Heathen 
Writers, from whom they borrowed it, this would be 
very inconfequent and ridiculous ; and all one, as if, be- 
caule Sacrsiventum in the Heathen Writers fignified on- 
ly a Military Oath: Therefore in the Ancient Chriftian 
Writers it muft fignifie fo too. For the Chri/fian Wri- 
ters apply it, to fignifiethofe two great Rites of Chri- 
{tianity, Baptifiz and the Holy Eucharife ; though ftill 
(inthis inftance as well as inthe former) with fome A- 
nalogy, Reference, and Affinity to the firft ufe of the 
Word, viz. That as by this Military Oath, Soldiers did 
folemnly devote themfelves to their Emperor’s Service ; 
fo in thefe two Religious Rites Men do much more fo- 
lemnly devote and bind themfe.ves over to the Obedi- 
ence and Service of Chrift, according to all the Rules 
and Precepts of his Holy Religion. 

T conclude thercfore, by a Parity of the Cafe, That 
Ah fteriem, according to the Chriftian Ufle of the Word, 
imports not only, Quid in facris fecretum, by reaton of - 
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an actual Concealment of the fame,but moreover fome- 
thing, that is fo mucha Secretam in Religion,as to tran- 
{cend and {urpafs all Human Comprehenfion. And it is 
the Authority of the Ancient Writers ufing the word 
thus, which I {tate this Sence of it upon, as abundantly 
fufficient to enfranchife and render it Authentick in the 
Church, Though, I confefs, as to the Adverfary whom 
Tam todeal with, my purpofe would be futliciently 
ferv’d again{ft him, even by the firft and narroweit 
Signification of the Word, asit imports only fomething 
in Religion actually fecret, hidden, and not cpen to a 
common view or perception. 

I have now given the Notation, Signification, and De- 
finition of the word AG/ery. But after all, there isa 
new Light fprung lately into the World, which tells us, 

an Ac theufe of the Word in Scripture determines the Cafe 
count of quite another way; for that the Scripture knows no fuch 
Pi ee ase mane of the word, as we have infifted upon ; nor 
it istaken that any thing that is Incomprehenfible, is, or ought to 
ne be accounted, a Myftery. The Afferter of this (as we 
ture. may well perceive) isa bold Man, but being at prefent 
engaged witha much bolder, I fhall only fay thus much 
of this Socinian Tract here, viz. That as tothe Argu- 
ment which the Author would raife againft the Trizita- 
rians (ashecalls them) from the Sence of the Word 
Myftery, as he has there ftated it, it has been throughly 
Bifhop baffled and overthrown by a Learned Perfon, in a fhort 
reer Ser. Difcourfe iz Vindication of the Myfteries of the Chriftian 
monon Faith, &c. And when this Axsti-Trinttarian has an- 
the 1 7# fwer'd that Learned Perfon,if there appears need of an 
Primet further anfwer to the foremention’d piece, he may, all 
16916 in good time, receive one ina diftinéct Difcourfe by itfelf. 

And fo I immediately addrefs my felf to the Author 

undertook by me,who by pretending to defend the great 
Article 
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Article of the Trinity, has given the Adverfary thofe 
reat Advantages againft it, which the bare Article left 
to defend it felf, (asthe Faith is generally its own bef? 
Defender) could never have given him. The Sociwtans 
charge it with Paradox, and downright Contradi€tion. 
For the repelling and ftaving off which Charge from this 
Doétrine, our Author has thought fit to give us fome 
Rules to judge of a Contradiction by, and in fo doing, 
has laid down this Remarkable Affertion, viz. That it i 
4 vain ana arrogant prefumption, to fay, what i, or what is 
not a Contrad:ction,when we confe[s we do not under ftand,or 
comprehend the thing we fpeak of, p.4. This, I fay, is a 
very remarkable Affertion, and the firft thing remarka- 
ble in it, is, That (according to a Cuftom, very ufual 
with him) he promifcuoufly joyns together words, as if 
they were of the fame Import and Extent of Significa- 
tion, when really they are very different. For to swder- 
ftard athing, is to know it in any refpect, or degree, in 
which it is knowable ;_ and to comprehend a thing, is to 
know it in every refpect in which it is knowable, And 
as it iscertain,that we cannot know God this latter way ; 
fo itis as certain, that we may know him the former : 
For wedo, and may know him by inadequate and im- 
perfect, and uncommenfurate Conceptions ; as that he 
is Juft, Wife, Good, and the like; which are f{everal In- 
adequate ways of reprefenting him to our mind. But 
now, if this Author’s Aifertion fliould take place, viz. 
That we cannot fay what is, or what is not a Contradi- 
€ion, when we contefs we do not comprehend the thing 
we {peak of, then we cannot pronounce thefe Propofiti- 
ons, ‘fupiter Ohmpius 1s the Supreme God, the Sun is the 
Supreme God, or the World is the Supreme God, to be 
Contradictions : Forafinuch as it is certain,that ‘pee 


here of God, we do not comprehend the thing we {pea 
of. 
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of. And yet fince Supiter Ol;mpius, the Sun, and the 
World are all of them finite Material Beings, and God 
both Infinite and Immaterial: I doubt not but that to 
affirm one of the other, is a real and manifeft Contradi- 
Etion. And to fhew that it is fo, this Author fhould do 
well to confider, “hat a Contradiction is not properly 
(or univerfally at Icaft) oppos’d to the compleat and a- 
dequate knowledge of athing, but to the trae know- 
ledge of it. And we may have a true knowledge even 
by fuch inadequate, imperfect, incomplete Conceptions 
of it,as we have mention’d. For he who knows God 
to be Juft,though he cannot comprehend every way and 
ref{pect in which he is, or may be fo, and much lef all 
his other Perfeétions, has thereby a true knowledge of 
God, though an Imperfect one. That is, he knows and 
underftands, though he docs not comprehend him, But 
according to this Author’s Affertion,we cannot fay,that 
any thing is a Contradiction, with reference to God, 
fince it is certain and evident, that we neither do nor 
can comprehend him, And what abfurd, and infuffe- 
rable Confequences, this muft needs draw after it in 
our Difcourfes of God, I leave to any one but the Au- 
thor of this Affertion to judge. 

But the Confequences of it, as bad as they are, do not 
{top in God. For inthe 7th Page, our Author proceeds 
farther, and affirms, That it is fo far from being a won- 
der tomeet with any thing, whofe ature (or rather the 
Nature of which) wedo not perfectly under ftand, that he 
knows nothing inthe World which we do perfectly under ftand, 
or, inhus other word, comprehend, (for to underfland a 
thing perfectly,and to comprehend it,] take to be the fame.) 
And now let us apply his former Rule, viz. That we can- 
not fay wirat is, or is not a Contradiction, when we confefs 
ne da not comprehend the thing we {peak of Lay, let us apply 

this 
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this Rule here alfo ; and fince he pofitively avers, That 
chere is nothing in the World which we do comprehend, 
Or perfectly underftand: it muft roundly follow, That 
there can be no fuch thing asa Contradiction ; fince 
whatfoever is fo, is, and muft be a Contradiction to 
fomething or other. Now for the Truth and Reafon 
of his Affertion, I cannot undertake, but certainly the 
Prudence and Forecaift of it isadmirable, as being like 
to do him Knight’s Service (as I fhall fhew hereafter) 
at many aturn, and, next to a Cosvocation-Book, help 
him out at a dead Lift. 

In the meantime, let us fee how our Author makes 
good this ftrange and loofe Propofition,z7z. That there 
is nothing in the World,that we perfectly underftand. And 
in order to this, Let us bring and lay together what he 
Afferts in feveral places. And here firft in Page 7. line 
20.07. It isagreed by all Men,That the Effences of things 
cannot be known,but only their Properties and Qualities;and 
that the World is dividedinto Matter and Spirit ; and that 
we know no more what the fubftance of Matter, than what 
the f.bftance of Spirit is: And then he enumerates fome 
of the Effential Properties of each, and owns that we 
know them (in Confirmation, I fuppofe,of his fore-going 
Affertion, that we know nothing.) After wluch,in Page 8. 
line 15. headds, As for the Effenttal Properties, Operati- 
ons, and Powers of Matter, Sence, Experience, and Ob- 
fervation will tell us what they are. And then I hope we 
may kvow alfo what they are, when Sence and Experience 
has told us.So that we fee here what our Author afferts ; 
But may we rely uponit, and hold him to his Word ? 
Alas; That, Il fear, may-prove fomething hard and un- 
kind. For a Man, : a A soe Convocation has 

iven a large [cope and liberty a thinking, and who has 
ini himfelf iz large an one ny {peaking, loves not, 2 
re a 
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all things in the World, to be held too ftri@ly to what 
he fays. For in Page 4. dine 25. reckoning up fome of the 
Abfurdities, and Contradictions attending the Do€trine 
of Tranfubftantiation, hetellsus, That we k”ow them to 
be fo; becaule we know the Nature of a Body (and this 
alfo we mutt fuppofe faid in further Confirmation of his 
other Affertion, that we know not the Nature of any 
thine) and moreover, That we know that fuch things (as 
he there mentions) are 4 Coztrad:ction to the Effential 
Prope ies of a Body,line 26. All this he fays here,and that 
in very plain terms. Butin Page 7. (in which it is high 
time for a Man to forget what he faid in the 4th.) He 
tells us, That the Effences of things cannot be known ; and 
confequently one would think, That the Effence of a 
Cody could not be known: And yet for one to kxow the 
nature of a Body, (which in Page 4. he fays we do) with- 
out kzowing the Effence of it; (which in Page 7. he fays, 
we cannot know) is, I conceive, a way of knowledge 
pec.diar tochis Author. In the next place, as for the 
property of things, he tells us very pofitively in Page 8. 
line 33,34. That the Properties and Operations both of Bo- 
dies and Spirits, are great Secrets, ana Myfteries in Nature, 
which we under ftand nothing of ,&c.And yet in Page 7. line 
32. he tells us, That we know the Effestial Properties of 
4a Spirit, that tt is athinking fubftance with the Faculties of 
Under ftanding and Will, &c. Now tokwow the Effen.ial 
Properties of a Spirit ; And yet for thefe Properties to be 
fach Secrets and Af Pertes in Nature, that we under ftard nom 
thing of thenz, (bot: which this Author exprefly affirms 
in the compafs of two Pages) is another fort of know- 

~ Iedge, which ought in all reafon to be reckon’d peculiar 
to himfelf. And thus having confider’d fome of his A{- 
fertions in Contradi€ticn to one another Gf there be 
any fuch thing as a Contradiction) I will confider fome 
of them feverally by themfelves.. 
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And here, as I have already fhewn, That he fays po- 
fitively Page 4. line 28. That we have no clear and compre- 
henfive Notion of 4 Spirit : So he adds inthenext words, 
That it isimpoffible to know what is contrary to the Nature 
of a Spirit, if we know not what the Nature of a Spirit ts, 
i.e. Comprchenfively, as he muft ftill mean. But this, 
by his favour, I very much queftion, and defire him to 
tell me, Whether we may not know, That it ts contra- 
ry to the Nature of a Spirit to be Material, to be extended, 
and to be compounded of the Elements, &c. ‘Thefe things 
_ [take to be fuch as are contrary to the Nature of a Spi- 

rit, and fuch as may be certainly known to be fo, and 
confequently fuchas may fafely, rationally, and confo- 
nantly to all Principles of Philofophy, be pronounced 
to be fo : And therefore this Author's Affertion, v7z. 
That it is impoffible to kvow what is contrary to the Na- 
ture of aSpirit, if we have not a clear, comprehenfive No- 
tion of the Nature of a Spirit, is apparently Falfe, Ab- 
furd, and Ridiculous. 

But to proceed, This Author having faid, That he 
knows nothing in the World that we do perfeitly under ftand : 
And for the proof of it alledged, That the Effences of 
Things cannot be knowa; and for the farther proof of 
that, affirm’d, That the whole Worla is adequately divided 
into Matter and Spirit 5 the Natures of which(as he fays) 
are wholly unknown to ws : Suppofe now, I fhould (as I 
- do) deny this whole Argument, and affirm, That there 

is athird fort of Bezzgs, which are neither Master, nor 
Spirit; which yet (asto fome of them, at leaft) ma 
be perfeétly underftood and known by us; and thete 
are Accidents, which, according to the ableft Philofo- 
phers hitherto, do together with /ubfance, inake a 
much better, and more comprehenfive Divifion of the 
whole World, than Matter and Spirit. For certain it is, 


C2 That 


12 _ Animadverfions, &c. 


That Accidents, as contradiftinG to Subftance, are real 
Beings,and have their refpe€tive Effences and Properties 
‘belonging to them, and fuch as may be matter of De- 
monftration ; which kind of Argument is known to be 
the proving of any Property, or proper Attribute of its 
Subjeét, by a third thing, or Principle, bearing an Ef- 
fential Connexion with both. And amongft Accidents, 
I do particularly affirm this of Numbers, Figures, and 
Proportions,that they are fuch thingsas may be perfect- 
ly underftood by us inthe ftrength of Natural Reafon. 
For I think it may be perfectly, and comprehenfively 
known, That two and two make four ; and that a Cir- 
cle isa Figure,every part of the Circumference whereof 
is equidiftant from the Centre;and a thoufand more fuch 
things,all whuch are capable of being Scientifically made 
out to us by Demonftration : And this indeed to {uch an 
height, that as fome will admit of no Demonftrations, 
but in the Mathematicks, «#z. in Numbers, Figures, 
and Proportions: So there are few, or none, but readily 
grant, That the Demonf{trations about thefe Matters, 
are the Clearcft, the moft Scientifick, and Convincing 
ofall other Demonftrations whatfoever.From all which 
T conclude, That what this Author has affirm’d, vz. 
That there is nothing inthe World but Matter and Spirit, 
and withal,T hat there is nothing which we do perfectly under- 
fiand, 1s not only a crude, loofe, unwary, but really, 
and, in ftrictnefs of truth, a very falfe Affertion. 
And therefore, though this Author pleafeth him- 


felf with a fanciful Harangue about our Ignorance of 


the Philofophy ; How rhe Fsre burns, and the Waters 
are condens'a (ashe calls it) sxto Ice ? How Stones fall 
tothe Ground, and Vapours afcend and thicken in Clouds, 
and fall down again to the Earth in gentle Showres, &c. 
(for it muft be granted, .That it is much. eafier 

to. 


—— _ —— ee eee =e 


CuaprTrer lL 13 


to change like the Weather, than to underftand it) and 
moreover, though he 1s pleafed to fay, “ That he who 
“<shinks he underfiands thefe matters, would make 4 Max 
< gueftion, Whether he has any fenfe at all? (which is his. 
ufual Complement to moft whom he deals with) yet all 
this confident Talk will neither clear him from the Ab- 
furdity and Paradox of the forementioned General Pofi- 
tion laid down by him; nor convince fuch as are con- 
verfant in the experimental part of Natural Philofophy, 
but that a very true, rational, and fatisfactory Account 
may be given of all the fore-mentioned Phenomena in 
Nature, which this Man, with fo much Confidence, or 
rather Infolence, fays, No Man of ungue tion d Sence will 
pretend to give the Reafon, or Philofophy of. Accordingly 
I will direct him to fome. who took the boldnefs to give 
a Philofophical Account of his eth ip Problems. 
As for inftance, That of the congealing of Water by 
Cold, into fuch a folid Body as Ice, he will’ find excel- 
lently, and rationally accounted for, by the Learned 
Mr. Boyl, in his Treatife of Co/d, containing new Expe- 
riments, and Obfervattons touching it, and an Experi- 
mental Hiftory of #£ begun, Likewife a reafon of the 
fame given by thofe Learned French-men, the Authors 
of the Philofophia Vetus & Nova, commonly called, the 
Colbertine Philofophy, in the 2 Vol. p. 213, 214, 215, 
216. Andthen, for the Defcent of heavy Bodies, or Stones. 
haa to the Ground ; he will find the caufe of it afligned 

y Galileo, in his Sy/tema Cofmicum, Collat.1. @ 2. And 
fince by Gaffexdus,in his Accurate Tra€t de motu impreffo 
a motore tranflato. As alfo, an Account of the Gravita- 
tion, or Defcent of fuch Bodies, judicioufly given by 
Claudius Berigarduc, Profeflor of Philofophy frit in Pifa, 
and then in Padwa, in his Cercalus Pifanus 3d patt, and 
the 6 Dial. p.. 291,292. in the Perfon of Arifteus. = 
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Jaft of all, in the Caufes of Gravitation briefly, but inge- 
nioully given by I/aac Voffius, in his Obfervateones varte, 
p. 201,07. In like manner he will find a Philofophical, 
and Hiftorical Account of Winds, by that great Man, 
the Lord Bacov, in his Treatife upon that Subjeé ; 
which, I am fure, is as difficult an one,as any mentioned 
by this Author. And as for what he here faysof the Afcent 
of Vapours (which ts eafily accounted for, from the Sun 
and other Celeftial Bodies) and their Defcent azain in 
Showres ; which might eafily be {tated upon their own 
a being combined into bigger Bodies, as is lively 
exemplified in an Alembick) this Author in this, {ems 
to give us fome Philofophical Account of Rain,and con- 
f{equently for prefuming fo to do, ought to bear his fhare 
in the fame Reproach, which upon the like account he 
hath fo infolently faftned upon others, But as touching 
Rain and Vapours, Snow and Froft, and innumerable 
more fuch Subjetts ; there is not a Natural Philofcpher, 
whether Peripatetick,Gaffendian,or Cartefian of any note, 
but profeffeth to give a Philofophical Reafon of the Na- 
ture of them, both as to what they are, and how,and by 
what means they are caufed. Concerning all which, 
Learned Men, who have avowedly travelled, and im- 
ployed themfelves in fuch Studies, and that with great 
Applaufe of all the Learned World ; I defire his Hangh- 
tinefs to {peak out, and declare freely,whether he taketh 
them to have been fuch Perfons,as 2 Man would queftion, 
Whether they had any Senfe, or no? For as thefe famous 
Men were far from denying their sr in Complement to 
their Under ftanding;{o they were as tar from paffing fuch 
a Complement upon their Senfes, as to own, That their 
Underftanding could look no farther, and that where 
Seale had ftarted the Game, Reafon might not follow it, 
and by a diligent, and fagacious purfuit, at length over- 

take 
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take it. The Things treated of by thefe mighty Searcli- 
ers into Nature, I acknowledge to.be very difficult ; but 
every thing that is difficult, is not ddisteloes impofhible, 
even tohim that thinks it fo. And therefore, as to the 
ignorance of fuch like matters, let our Author (in God’s 
Name) and others like him, pronounce each Man for 
himfelf, and not undertake for others. For there may 
be feveral things, which one Man may not know, and 
yet others may : As for inftance,It may fometimes fo fall 
out, That a Man may not kxow himfelf, and yet others 
may know him very well: Which is an Obfervation, I con- 
ceive, not unworthy of this Author’s Remark. 

But to go on: Whereas he is very pofitive, and de- 
cretory, That the Effexces of things cannot be known: tf 
very much queftion, (and allow him, if he pleafes, to 

ueftion my Sexfe alfo,for fo doing) whether this be ab- 
fianly ute ? For a thing may be known more ways 
than one; and if it be perfely known, any oxe way, 
according to the utmoft extent of that way, it cannot be 
truly faid, zot to be known. Now, if by knowing, he 
means the knowledge of'a thing, by a direct Apprehenfi- 
on, and Intuition of it, fo as to have an exact Idea, or 
refemblance of it thereby imprinted upon the mind: I 
pretend not that the Effences of things are by any Human 
Intelle&t fo known. But then, this is {till but one way 
of knowledge ; and what is not known one way, may 
(for all that) be very weil known another. But if on 
the other fide, by knowing « thing be meant, the know- 
ing itto be of fuch, or fac a Nature, by fuch peculiar 
Properties, fuch peculiar Efte€ts, and Operations, as di- 
{criminate it from other things, and that, to know it 
thus, be truly to know it: Then I affirm, That the Na- 
tures, or Effences of things may be truly, and (onc way at 
leaft) perfectly known. And accordingly, I think it a 
very 
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very good Account of the Effence of any things to fay, 
That it is fuch a thing as always, and neceflarily has 
fuch Properties, {uch Operations, and produces fuch Ef- 
fects. For this ts an Anfwer, not only to that Queftion, 
that enquires, Whether there be [uch a thing, or Effence, 
or no? But alfo, and much more properly to the Quefti- 
on, that enquires, What kind of Nature, or Effence fuch 
a thing «s of ? For when that is askt, to fay, in reply toit, 
That the Effence, or Nature of that thing ts a certain 
Principle, always attended with fuch Properties, and al- 
ways, or generally operating in fuch a manner,and pro- 
ducing fuch effects, is a full, and fatisfactory Anfwer to 
that Queftion. | 
If now this Author replys here, that he grants, That 
the Properties of things may be known; I Anfwer, That 
fometimes indeed he grants it, and fometimes again he 
pofitively denies it, asI have fhewn. But if in the iffue 
he will {tand by the Conceffion of it, then he mutt ftand 
by the Confequence of that Conceffion too, and grant, 
That Properties are declaratory of the Quality of the 
Effence they flow from, and belongto. For, I h pe, 
he will grant, that the effet declares the Nature ot the 
Caufe : And confequently that the Nature of the Caufe 
may be known by it; not bY Nhe of fimple and imme- 
diate apprehenfion of the Caule it felf, I confefs, but by 
way of Inference and Difcourfe, collecting one thing 
from another ; which is one fure way of knowing. 
_And therefore I do here affirm, and own to this Confi- 
dent, Affluming Man, That to affert abfolutely (as he 
does) That the Effences of things cannot be known, is, by 
no means, a juftifiable ea : or, in the Latitude 
it is laid down in, to be admitted : But is really that 
fallacy, that concludes a dicfo fecandum quid ad dittum 
fompliciter. ‘4 
Well, 
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Well, but fince this-Author has concluded the whole 
World in Ignorance (himfelf, I fuppofe, ftill excepted 
from fo generala Doom) What muft we do in fo fad a 
Condition ? Muft we all take up in Scepticifm, and ac- 
knowledge, that nothing is to be known? What then 
willthat old Principle of Nature, aavles opéyovlas 78 cid'é- 
yet, ferve for, but to tantalize and torment us? For 
mu({t we thus think, and thirlt, and defire to know, and, 
after all, find nothing to be known with any thing of 
plainnefs, evidence, and demonftration? Why, Yes; to 
comfort us under this Cimmerian darknefs, and to fhew, 
that God has not given us our Intelle€tual Faculties whol- 
ly in vain: There is one certain thing in the World, viz. 
The Doctrine of the Trinity; That is, to fay, of three di- 
fltntt Perfons, all united in one and the fame numerical Di- 
vine Nature, which is wonderfully plain, eafie, and obvious to 
be known : Though ftill, thanks to our Author for it,who 
by a New-found Expofition, and Explication of it, has 


be{towed this piece of Charity uponthe World as to_ 


render it fo. For thus, in Page 58. lize 2. of his Book, 
Explaining the Union of the three Perfons in the God- 
head, by Self-Confcioufnefs, and Mutual-C i eh eb 
(which words fhall be throughly confidered in their due 
place) he fays, That this is very plain, and tntelligible, and 


makes the three Perfons to be as much one, as every Man ts 


one with himfelf. And certainly it is hardly poffible for 


any thing to be more plain and clear, more evident and 
intelligible, than that every Man is one with himfelf. (Ex- 
cept it be only when he contrad:és himfelf.) Again in 
Page 65. line 31. he tells us, That his Notion of Se/Coz- 
[cioufnefs, and Mutual-Confciou[nefs, feems to him to make 
a Trinity in Unity as intelligible, as the Notion of one God 
is. And in Page 66. line 2, 3. That it gives aplaiz, and in- 
telligible Solution to all the Difficulties, and feeming Contra- 


dittions in the Doctrine of the Trinity. And furely that 
D 


thing, 
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thing, about which al difficulties are folved, and alf 
feeming Contradictions are cleared, cannot be imagined 
to have any difficulty remaining in it atall. And again, 
in Page 68. lize 26. he roundly tells us, That the Expli- 
cation given by him of a Trinity in Unity, is a very plain 
and intelligible Account of this great and venerable Myftery ;. 
as plain and intelligible as the Notion of oxe God, or of one 
Per fon inthe Godhead. : | 
And in good earneft, the Notion of one firft Caufe of 
allthings, and of one Supreme Being, and confequentl 
of one God, jis fo eafily demonftrated, or rather, with fach 
a broad light, {tares all Mankind in the Face, even with-. 
out any demonftration, that if the Trixity in Unity be as 
plain as this is, it is hardly poffible for any thing to the 
Reafon of Man to be plainer: And the Arians, and 
Socinians are ten times more inexcufable, than ever I 
thought them before. Again, in Page 73. dive 11. having 
afhrmed, The Trinity to be 2 moft Sacred and Venerable Mye 
frery; within 6 or 7 Linesafter, he fays, If Men would but 
confider it according to his Hypothefis (which he there fers 
Gown) thena Trinity in Unity is avery plain, intelligible 
Notion. Again, in Page 74. line 9. There will appear (lays. 
he) xo difficulty, or abjurdiy in the effential Uiston of Three 
Minds by a Mutual-Confcioufne/s to each other. But will this 
Man conclude, That where there is no dbfurdity, there is 
therefore no Dificu/ty neither ? So that, that which re- 
moves one, mu{t needs remove the other too? It is 
{trange to me, Tliat any one who pretends to argue clofe- 
ly, fhould place two words fo vattly different upon the 
fame level. Butagain, in Page 82. line 30. he tells us, 
That this gives an intelligible account of one of the moft dif~ 
ficult Problems in all School-Divinity, viz. That the whole 
Trinity is not greater than any one Perfon in the Trinity. 
And again, in Page 85. lime 14. This Notion (fays he) 
gives a plain account too of that Maxime of the a 
dat 
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That all the Operations of the Trinity, ad extra, are common 
to allthe Three Perfons. Sothat by this time we fee here 
all things relating to the Trinity, made plain, eafie, and 
tatelligible; and that fince this Man has fhewed his skill 
upon it, all knots and difficulties are wholly cleared off 5 
fo that now none are to be found, though a Man fhould 
beat his Brains as much to find them, as Divines did 
heretofore to folve them. And therefore well may he 
magnifie the Exploits of fucha Triumphant Hypothefis, 
as he does, firft in his Preface, Page 1. line 13. (which 
though it be always placed firft in Books, yet is generally 
written laft) Having told us, That his Original Defign 
was to vindicate the Doctrines of the Trinity, and Incarnatt- 
on, from thofe pretended Abfurdities, and Contradictions 
which were fo confidently charged on them: He adds thefe 
words, This (fayshe) I am fure I have done; for I have 
given avery eafie and intelligible Notion of aTrintty in Uni- 
ty. If he has, ’tis well. But (how great foever the af- 
urance is, which he utters this with, as he had alwaysa 
very great {tock of it) I dare aver, That he has here 
faid more of himfelf, than any Divine of Note, fince 
Chriftianity came into the World, ever durft fay, He 
was fure of, before. But as high as this founds, in Page 85. 
line 27. he raifes his Voice fomething higher, or at leatt 
is more particular in the Encomiums he beftows upon 
this his Performance in thefe words: Thus Cfayshe) I 
have endeavoured to explainthis great and venerable Myftery 
of 2 Trintty in Unity. And this I may fay, That I have gi- 
ven not only avery pofible, and avery intelligible Notion of 
it, but fucn alfo, as ts very agreeable to the Phrafe, and Ex- 
preffions of Scripture, [ush as preferves the Majefty of the Ar- 
ticle, and folves all the difficulties of it. By which account, 
as we fee that our Author is not wanting to the Com- 
mendation of his own Hypothefis (as it is pity but Sed/- 
Con/cioufne/s,and Self-Commendation should go — 
| D2 ) 
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fo we feealfo, that he does it upon three diftin& Heads, 
or Topicks, which therefore, by his good leave, we 
will as diftinctly confider. 

And Firft, for it’s being fo agreeable tothe Phr.ife and 
Expreffions of Scripture, 1 hopeamongtt thefe, fome confi- 
deration ought to be had of fuch Texts of Scripture, As 
that torementioned one in the 1 Corivth. 13. 12. Where 
(no doubt, with reference tothe Myfteries of the Gofpel, 
of winch this is one of the chief) we are fard to fee but as 
through a glals aarkly, and to know but in part, &c. neither 
of which can I perf{wade my felf to think, 1s only ano- 


ther Expreffion for kvowing a thing plainly,eafily, and iatel- — 


ligibly, and without any difficulty. ‘The like may be faid of 
that place in 1 Pet. 1.12. where the Apoftle {peaking to 
the Saints, he wroteto, of the things reported to them 
by fuch as had preached the Gofpel (amongft which, 
this Doétrine, doubtlefs, had it’s place, or an equal difh- 
culty at leaft) headds, That they were fuch things asthe 
Angels defire to look into. The Greek word is ragaxttar, 
which all Interpreters lay a peculiar weight and Empha- 
fis upon ; as importing both the earneft intention of the 
In{pector, and the difficulty of the object infpetted, 
from the Pofture of fuchas ufe to ftoop down for the 
better difcerning of fuch things as cannot otherwife be 
well perceived, or look’d into. And now, is not this 
(think we) a moft proper and fit pofture for fuch as 
view and look into things very plain, obvious, and intel- 


ligthle? And yet, Idoubt not, but the Azzels, who are 


faid to ufe it, could very eafily give us the Philofophy of 


‘Rain, Snow, and Ice, of the Fires burning, and the defcent 
‘of Stones, and other heavy Bodtes, which yet this Author 


will allow 20 Maz of fenfe and reafon (without forfeiting 
the reputation of both) to prefume to give a Philofoph:- 
cal Account of : Whereas, inthe mean time, the Trzxity 
is ceclared to bea very plain, eafte, and intelligible Notion, 

even 
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even to fuch Perfons as can give no fuch Account of the 
other. And thus much for the Agreement of his Hypothe(is 


with the Phrafe and Expreffions of Scripture. 
The next head of its commendation is, That it pre- 


ferves the Maje/fy of this great Article (as he words it: ) . 


But in much the fame fenfe, I fuppofe, as his Refufing the 
Oath, preferved the Majefty of King William, and his ta- 
king it, the Majefty of K. fames: But, that it preferves it 
fo, as to have a fingular virtue to encreafe Mens Veneration 
of it, this Ivery much queftion, and demur to: Foraf- 
much as that old Obfervation that Familtarity breeds Con- 
tempt, holds too frequently, as well as undefervedly, no 
lefs in Things than in Perfons ; which we are more apt 
to venerate at a diftance, than upon a clear, plain, and 
full knowledge of them. I do not fay, That Men 
ought to do thus ; but fuch is the prefent ftate of Na- 
ture, that thus they ufe todo. And it is worth our 
marking ; That where a Manis faid to know a thing 
perfectly, he is faid Tobe Mafter of it; and Majterfhip 
(one would think) is not naturally apt to create in the 
mind, any great awe for the thing, it is thus Matter of. 
But be it, as it may; thisI am fure of, ‘That as the Seri- 
pture tells us, That things revealed belong to us fo the fame 
Scripture tellsus alfo, That there are fecret things, which 
(by a kind of facred enclofure) belong only to God, Deut. 
29.29. And till God fhall think fit ta reveal to us the 
Nature of the Trizity, I, for my part, fhall reckon it 
amongft thofe Secret shings: And, accordingly, withall 
the Pious fubmiflion of an humble Reafon falling down 
before it, adore and admire it at adiftance ; not doubt- 
ing, but that for this very caufe, That Men fhould do 
fo, God in his Infinite Wifdom thought fat to. {fpread 
fuch a Cloud and Veilover it. And therefore I cannot 
but think, that that Man expreffed the due meafures ot 
our behaviour to this, and the like Myfteries, extreamly 
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well; who being preffed in the Schools with an Argu- 
ment from the Trinity,in oppofition to the Queftion held 
by him, gave it noother Anfwer butthis: Magiffer, hoc 
Mijfterium Trinitatis ex quo argumentaris, eft potius flexis 
genibus adoranaum,quam curtosa nimis indagine ventilandum. 
The Refpondent who made this Reply, had the Repute 
of a Learned and Eloquent Man; and I think this Reply 
reprefents him a very Pious, and Difcreet one too. 
And therefore, as for the third and laft Topick, upon 
which our Author would recommend his Hypothefis a- 
bout the Trinity, viz.That it folves all the difficulties of it. 
I fear, from what hath been laft faid, that it will prove 
as far from being a Commendation, as it is from being a 
Trath ; efpecially when the Author himfelf, after his 
faying fo, in Page 85. immediately adds, and that in the 
very next words, Page 86. lime 1. That there may be a 
great deal more in this Myftery than we can fathom, &c. But 
now, if our Author will in this manner utter one Affer- 
tion, and immediately after it fubjoyn another which 
quite overthrows it, who can help this? For that a great 
deal more fhould remain in this Myftery than we can fathom, 


— orthat there can be any thing unfathomable in that, iz 


which there is nothing difficult, or that any thing can be 
difficult, after fuch an Explication given of it, as folves 
all the difficutties of it (for that is his very word in Page 85. 
the laft Live) I muft freely confefs, furpafles my Under- 
oe to conceive ; and God blefs his Underftanding, 
if it can. : 

It muft be confeffed indeed (as I hinted before in my 
Preface) that in a fhort Treatife lately Publifhed by 
him, and entituled, Az Apology for Writing against the 


Socinians, he feems to deny the Notion of a Trinity to be 


Some Re- comprehenfible and eafie, Pagers. telling us, “ That there 


marks up- 6 45, 


on his A 
pulogy. 


"© muft be infinite degrees of knowledge, where the Object zs 
“ Infinite ; and that every new degree is more perfect than 
6 « that 


CHaPprer I. 


“ that below it: And yet no Creature can attain the higheft 
“ degree of all, which is a perfect Comprehenfion ; [o that the 
“ knowledge of God may encreafe every day, and Men may 
“ write plainer and plainer about thefe matters every day, 
“ without pretending to make all that ws in God, even a Tri- 
“nity in Unity, comprehenfible and eafie, which he calls, 4 
 Spightful and Scandalous Imputation. By whichangry 
words it is manifeft, that he would fain rid himfelf from 
thofe Inconveniences which his former unwary, and ab- 
furd Affertions had involved him in. But by his favour, 
the Trwth of the Charge fhall take off the Scandal from 
fuch as make it, wherefoever elfe it may fixit. For I 
have fully fhewn, That in this his Vindication, &c. he 
has frequently (and as clearly as words can exprefs a 
thing) affirmed, a Trinzty 1 Unity to be a plain, eafic, in- 
telligible Notion; Where, by Plaiz muft be underftood 
either 1/?, Such a Platznefs, as excludes all Doubts and 
Difficulties whatfoever: In which fenfe alone a thing 
can be faid to be fimply and abfolutely p/aiz: And in this 
fence alfo it can admit of none, and much lefs of Infizite 
degrees of plainer and plainer 5 fince that, which excludes. 
all doubts, certainly can exclude no more. Or 2d/y, ‘The 
~ word may be taken ina Lax, Popular, and Improper 
fenfe; for that which is fo P/ain, as to have no confide- 
rable doubt,-or difficulty remaining about it. But now, 
the Notion which Men have of God, or of the Trinity, 
can never be truly faid to be P/aiz, in either of thefe Sen- 
{cs, and therefore not at all. For in the firft, to be fure, 
# cannot : No, nor yet in the fecond. For let Men know 
never fo much of any Object, yet if there remains more 
of that Object actually unknown, than either is, or can 
be known of it, fucha knowledge can never render, or 
denominate the Notion of that Objeét (even in the com- 
mon fenfe ofthe word) P/aim. And fo, I hope, our Au- 
thor will allow it to be in the kzowledge, Men “ 1 
JO > 
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God, and the Bleffed Trinity. And, whereas he lays no 
{mall ftrefs upon this, That Men may write plainer and 
plainer of thefe matters every day, I muft here remind 
him oftwo Things. 1. That he would be pleafed to 
tell us, How Men cax write plainer and plainer of the Tr}- 
nity every Day, after lis new Notion of it has folved all the 
Difficulties about it, as in the forecited Page 85. line 27. 
he pofitively tells us, st does. For (as Itake it) where 
there remains no difficulty, there muft be the utmoft de- 
gree Of Plainnefs ; and withal, when Men are once 
come to the utmoft of any Thing, they can then go no 
further. 2. I muftremind him alfo, That the word 
Plainer in the Comparative Degree does not couch under 
it the pofiteve fignification of P/aiz, but denotes only a 
lefs degree of difficulty, and fignifies no more than, 
That a Thing, or Notion, is not quite fo difficult, or 
obf{cure, as it was before; which it may very well 
be, and yet be far from being P/aiz, in either of the two 
— fenfes, laiddown by us. And therefore, tho’ 
we fhould admit,That Mex might write plainer and plainer 
of the Trinity every Day; yet 1 affirm, notwithftanding, 


that the Notion of a Trinity in Unity, caninno fenle . 


be truly faid to be plain and eafie, and much lefs, very 
plain and eafie; nay, fo very plain, as to have all the Diff- 
culties of tt folved, as this Author has exprefly affirmed. 
So that if this be a Scandalous Imputation, it is eafie to 

judge, to whom the Scandal of it muft belong. 
But befides all this, I fee no caufe to grant this Au- 
thor that, which he fo freely takes for granted, (for I 
think it very queftionable) viz. That Men may write 
plainer ana plainer of the Trinity every Day. For, fo far as 
the Writers of the Church have informed us about this 
great Myftery, the Catholick Church for above thefe 
1200 Years pait, has not only had, and held the fame 
Notion of a Trinity,but has alfo expreffed it in the fame 
way 
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“way and words, with the Church at this very day. And 

for fo much of this Myftery, as Divines could give no 
Account of then,neither have they given any clearer Ac- 
count of it ever fince ; nor has the Church hitherto ad- 
vanced one ftep further in this Subje€t : Which is an e- 
vident demonftration,that it has already proceeded as far 
in it, as the Reafon of Man could, or can go. Andas for 
any further Difcoveries of it, which this Author pretends 
to from two Phantaftick words, found out by himfelf, it 
will notbe long, before they fhall bethroughly wezghed 11 
the Balance, and found as inconfiderable as the Duft of it. 

But there is one thing more, which I muft not pafs o- 
ver; andit isthis: That in the Paflage, I tranfcribed 
from him, he lays down that fora certain Principle, 
which is ar an Intolerable Abfurdity, viz. That 
where the Object is infinite, there muft be infintte degrees of 
knowledge. Now it is moft true, That nothing but Inf- 
nite knowledge can adequately comprehend an infinite Object. 
For which reafon, God alone can comprehend himfelf, 
and he does it by one fimple, indivifible a&t, uncapable 
of Parts, or Degrees. But as for Degrees of any fort, whe- 
ther of kzow/edge, or any thing elfe, nothing but a Finite 
Being is capable of them ; and therefore for this Man to 
affert infinite degrees of knowledge,when Uncreated know- 
ledge is uncapable of Degrees, and Created knowledge 
uncapable of eee Degrees, is a grofs thick piece of 
Ignorance, in the firft, and commoneft Rudiments of 
Philofophy. 

But to return to his Abfurdities about the p/ainne/s and 
eafine/s of the Notion of a Trinity in Unity, and therein to 
be as fhort with him as I can, I fhall only demand of 
him, Whether he does in this Apology retract and re- 
nounce all, that in his /’éndication he has Afferted quite 
contrary to what he has fince delivered in his Apology. 

. 1 l y 
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If he does, let him declare fo much, and I have done; 
bur till then, no regard at all ought to be had to his Apce 
logy; as ferving for nothing elfe, but to fhew, That ac- 
cording to his accuftomed way, and known Chara€ter, 
he has denied fome things in one of his Books, which he 
had pofitively, and exprefly affirmed in another ; and 
confequently proving, That the Apology, which denies a 
Trinity in Unity to be comprehenfible and eafie, and the Vin- 
dication, which forty times over affirms it to be plain and ea- 
fre; nay, very plain and eafie, ought to pals for the genu- 
ine, undoubted Works of this Author, though they had 
never born his Name. 

Wherefore upon the Refult of all, what fhell we, or 
what can we fay to the fore-cited Particulars, which 
with fo much pofitivenefs over and over affert the p/iiz- 
nf, and intelligibilsty of the Notion of a Trinity! Which 
yct has hitherto amazed and nonplus’d the whole Chri- 
{tan Church. For if it be really fo plats aid intell g tle, 
a> tis Author tells us, it muft to my Apprchenfion un- 

“dably foliow, either thata Myftery is avery plan 
| ‘ble ‘votion, orthatthe Trintiy is no ihjyter,, I 
jie. here prefume to take this Author’s beloved 
Wor out of his Mouth, and cry Nonfexce, and Costradé- 
ction. But certainly if the Trinity be a-1,flery, and a 
Myftery inthe nature of it imports /omertinzg hidden, ab- 
firufe, and by bare reafon not to be under ftood ; then.to fay, 
WC may have a plain, aswell as an jutelligible Notion of it ; 
Nay, plain even to a demonftration , this, to fay no more, 
is as like a Contradi€tion, as ever it can look. 

But really our Author has fhewn himfelf very kind 
and communicative to the World : For as in the begin- 
ning of his Book he has vouchfafed to inftruct us how 


to judge of Contradictions; fo in the Progrefs of his 


Work he has condefcendedto teach us Gif we will but 
learn) 
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learn) how to /peak and write ContradiGions too. There 
remains therefore only one favour more, viz. That he 
would vouchfafe to teach us how to reconcile them alfo. 
For I, for my own part, think it every whit as hard a 
task to reconcile Contradictions, as to reconcile Prote- 
{tants; and, Thope, muchharder. And yetthislatter 
he has endeavoured to prove in a certain Book, wroteft.* 
by him in the Year 1685, a thing not tobe done. But tan re- 
whether it can, or no, Iam fure, he has hardly publifhed concer, 
any Book fince, but what manifeftly proves, That there” * 
is creat need of fome Reconciler to do the other. 
But why do I {peak of reconciling Contradi€tions ? It 

would be a very troublefome ame if it could be done ; 
and a very uncomfortable one, when it could not : And 
therefore our Author (to give him his due) has attemp- 
ted a mucli furer, and more compendious way of clearing 
himfelf of this imputation, than fuch a long and tedious 
way of reconciling inconfiftent Propofitions, could pof- 
fibly have been. For having Afferted, That we cannot 
juftly charge a Contradiétionwhere we caenot comprehend the 

Nature of the thing faid to be contradicted; andthat, in 
the next place, tvere is nothing in the World (which he 
knoweth of) the Nature of which we can throughly under- 
ftand, or comprehend : I hope it follows, That, where 
nothing can or ought to be contradicted, (as nothing = ° 
ought to be, which cannot be compre.iended) none can 

be guilty of a Contradiction. And this, I {uppofe, none 
will deny to be an Expedient, every way an{werable, 
and equal to our Author’s Occafions: For otherwife I 
cannot fee what can ftand between him and the charge of 
many Scurvy, Contradictory Affertions ; but that which 

fhall etectually prove, and make out to us, That indeed 

there neither ts, ror can be any fuch thing asa Contra- 


diction. 
E 2 CHAP. 
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CHAP. IL 


Containing an Account of feveral Terms, commonly 
made ufe of in Difcourfing of the Divine Nature 
and Perfons ; and particularly Jheming the Pro- 
priety of applying the Words, Effence, Sub- 
ftance, Nature, Infinity, and the like, to this 
great Subjelt ; and lajtly proving this Author’s 
Exceptions againft the ufe of them about the 
fame, falfe, groundlefs, and impertinent : With 
fome further Remarks upon bis forementioned 


Apology. 


UR Author feems fo defirous to advance nothing 
O upon this fublime Subject, but what fhall be per- 
fettly new, that in order to the making way for his par- 
ticular Novelties, he Quarrels with almoft all the old 
words, which Divines, in their Difcourfes about the 
Divine Nature, and Perfons,were heretofore accuftomed 
to make ufe of.’ He can by no means approve of the 
words Effence, Subftance, Nature, Subfiftence, and fuch 
like ; as reckoning them the Caafes of all the Difficulties, 
and fecming Abfurdities, that are apt to perplex Mens 
minds in their Speculations of the Deity, and the Trini- 
ty, 4 Sec?. p 68, 69, 70. and therefore they muft be laid 
afide, and made to give way to other Terms, which he 
judges properer, and more accommodate to thofe Theo- 
ties. To which purpofe, though our Author has fixed 
upon two purely of hisown Invention, (which are to do 


fuch 
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fach wonderful feats upon this Subjeé, as in all paft A- 
ges were never yet feen nor heard of before, and which 
I therefore referve in due place to be confidered of par- 
ticularly by themfelves) yet at prefent the Author {eems 
mo({t concerned to remove, and cafhier the fore-mentio- 
ned ufelefs, cumberfome words, and to fubftitute fome 
better, and more ufeful, in their room : Such as Eterna 
Truth and Wifdom, Goodnefs and Power, Mind and Spirit, 
&c. which being once admitted, and applyed to all Di- 
{putes about the Divine Nature (and an Aéé of Exclufion 
paft upon the other) the way will become prefently 
{mooth and open before us, and all things relating to the 
Myftery of the Trinity (according to our Author’s own 
excellent words) be made very plain, eafie, and intelliei- 
ble. Neverthelefs, as I may fo [peak (to borrow another 
of our Author’s Elegancies) let not him that putteth on 
his Armour, boast as he that putteth it off. A great Pro- 
miffor, witha great Hiatws, being much better at raifing 
an Expectation, than at an{wering it. And hitherto I 
can fee nothing but words, and vapour: Though after 
all, itis Performance, and the iffue of things alone that 


mut fhew the ftrength and reafon of the biggeft Pre- 


tences. 

Now for the clearer, and more diftin&t difcuffion of 
the matter in hand, I fhall endeavour to do thefe Four 
things. 

I. I fhallfhew, That the ground upon which this 
Author excepts againft the if of the Terms, Nature, 
Effiice, Subjtance, Subfiftence, &c. in this Subjeét, is 
falfe and miftaken. | 

II. I fhall fhew, That the fame Difficulties arife from 
the Terms, Trash, Wifdom, Goodnefs, Power, &c. ufed for 
the Explication of the Divine Being, that are objected 
againit Ejfence, Subjtance, Nature, and the like. ™ 
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III. I fhall fhew, That thefe Terms do better, and 
more naturally explain the Deity, or Divine Being, than 
thofe other of Truth, Wifdom, Goodnefs, &c. And, 

IV. And Laftly,*I fhall fhew, That the D:ticulty of 
our Conceiving rightly of the Deity, ani ihe Divine 
Perfons, does really proceed from other Cat.i.s. 

Thefe four things, I fay, Iwill give foue biief Ac- 
count of. 

But becaufe the Subje€t, Tam about t. erzage in, is 


‘of that Nature, that moft of the Metaph;fical, ond School 


Terms hitherto made ufe of by Divines tipun this occafi- 
on, will naturally, and hecailaclly fallin with it, i uink 
it will contribute not a little to our mouie perfpicuous 
proceeding in this Difpute, to {tate the Import and Sig- 
nification of thefe Terms, Effence, Subjtance, Exiftence, 
Subfiftence, Nature, and Perfonality, with fuch others, as 
will, of courfe, come in our way, while we are treatin 
of, and explaining thefe. And here, firft of all, HO 
ing to the old Peripatetick Philofophy, which, for ought 
I fee, (as tothe main Body of it at leaft) has ftood it’s 
ground hitherto againft all Affaults : I look upon the Di- 
vifion of Es, or Being (a fummary word for all things ) 
into Subftance and Accident, as the Primary, and moft 
Comprehenfive (as we hinted before in our firft Chap- 
ter.) But that I may fix the fenfe and fignification of 
thefe Terms, all along asI go, by giving them their 
refpetive Definitions, or at leaft Defcriptions, where 
the former cannot be had, I look upon Exs, or Being, to 
be truly and well defined, That which is ; though, I muft 
confefs, it is not fo mucha perfect Definition, asa No- 
tation of the word from the original Verb es#. For to 
define it by the Term Effence, by faying, That Exs, or 
Being, is that which has an Effence, though it bea true 
Propofition, yet I believe it not fo exactly proper a Defi- 
nition ; 
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nition; fince the Terms of a Definition ought to be ra- 
ther more known than the thing defined: Which in the 
fore-mentioned Cafe isotherwife. As for Sub/tance,I define 
that tobe a Being not inhering in another; thatis to fay, 
fo exifting by it felf, as not to be fubjected in it, or fup- 
ported, this way, by it. Accident, I define, a Being inx- 
_ herent in another,as in a Subject {upporting it, and with- 
out which it cannot exift, or fupport it felf. Which 
Divifion being made by Terms contradictory, viz. Inhe- 
ring in another, and not inhering in another, muft needs 
be adequate, and perfect, and fully comprehenfive of 

the whole that is divided thereby. | 
But now, befides thefe two Terms of Subjtance and 
Accident, there is another afligned by Logictans, Meta- 
phificians, and School-men, called, a Mode of Being, viz. 
fuch a thing, as being added to another, does not make 
any addition of another Being, or degree of Being to it, 
but only reftrains, and determines it; and may be defi- 
ned an Affection of athing, or Being, by which the Na- 
ture of it, otherwife indeterminate and indifferent, 1s deter- 
mincdto fome certain refpect, State, or condition. ‘Thus, 
wercas the Nature of a thing may be confidered either 
as yet in its Caufes, or as actually produced, and exift- 
ing out of them, either of thefe is a Mode of that Na- 
ture ; the firft rendring it only Potential, the other A- 
Gual: Noris this a meer Ens Rationis, fora{much as it 
affects the Being of a thing antecedently to any Operati- 
onof the mind paffing uponit. And the Reafon affigned 
by fome Logscians for the allowing and afferting thefe 
Modes, is this: ‘That fome things muft neceflarily be ad- 
mitted to belong to Be/vg, which are not Beizes them- 
felves, to prevent an Infintte progre/s in Beings. Vor fince 
every thing is capable of being defined, or defcribed, 
and yet nothing can be defined merely by it felf, (an 
Identical 


Animadverfions, ®&c. 


Identical Propofition being no Definition) 1t muft needs 
be defined by fomewhat or other, diftinct from it felf ; 
bur now if that be alfo a Beéwg, then that hkewife mult 
be defined by another Beéwg, and that by another, and 
{oon 12 tafiaitum; which would be moft abfurd : Where- 
as, if this definition, or defcription of a thing be made 
by fome Modes of it, which is not {trictly and properly 
a Being it felf, the thing prefently {tops here, without 
any necefity of proceeding to any more Beizgs, But 

erhaps it will be here faid, if thefe Modes are not fo ma- 
ny meer Nothings, or Entia Rationis, what order, or 
rank fhall they be placed in? Since thofe ten heads of 
Being, which we call Predicaments, cannot feem the pro- 
per Receptacles of things, which we own not‘o be pro- 
perly, or formally, Beémgs. TAnfwer, That though 
they arenot Beings, properly fo called, and fonot di- 
rectly, and upon their own Account, placeable under 
any of the Ten fore-mentioned Heads of Beng ; yet 
fince they are Appendages of Beizg, as cleaving to it, 
and depending upon it, they are accounted under, and 
reduced to thofe refpettive Heads, or genera of Being, to 
which the Beizgs modified by them, do direétly belong. 
Now the Nature of thefe AJodi being thus accounted 
for, weare, inthe next place, to take notice of the d:f- 
ference refulting from them, which we call Modal; and 
that is either between two, or more, fuch Modes differ- 
ing from one another ; as the Perfonalities belonging to 
feveral Perfons, difter among{t themfelves ; or when a 
thing, or Being, differs from the Mode aifectine it; or 
Laftly, When feveral things thus modified, or ate&ted, 
do by vertue of thofe Modes ditfer from sone another ; 
and thus the Perfons in the Blefled Trinity may be faid 
to differ among ft themfelves. 


I pro- 
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I proceed now to thofe other Terms of Effezcé, Exi- 
frence, Nature, Subfiftence, and Perfonality. And firft for 
Effence: As I fhewed, that Exs, or Besnc, might be tru- 
ly defined, That which ts ; fo Effence may beas truly and 
properly defined, That by which a thing is what it is; that 
is to fay, by which it is Conftituted in fuch a kind, or 
order of Being : And this difference I take to be founded 
in the different ground, upon which we conccive of the 
fame thing. Accordingly the Effexce of a thing, no lefs 

than the thing it felf, may be confidered, either as yet 
in the Power of its Caufes, and only producible by them, 
or as actually exifting, and produced by them. By which 
we fee, that an Effence, as {uch, may be indifferent to 
exift, or not exift ; and that from hence {prings the dif- 
ference between Effence and Exiffence. "There is indeed 
a Reality afcribed to it, even without Exiftence: But 
that is not properly a reality in the thing it felf, but part- 
ly in refpett of the power of its Caufes enabling them to 
produceit ; and partly, becaufe it is properly the Sub- 
jeCt of Sczence, and capable of having true Propofitions 
formed of it, and Demonftrations built upon it: As we 
may form as true Propofitions of a Rofe in Winter, and 
demonftrate all the Properties of it, as of their proper 
Subjet, by their proper refpective Principles, as well, 
as while it is aCtually flourifhing upon the Tree. And 
this ts allthe reality which I think can be afcribed to 
Effezce, in its feparation from Exiffence. As for Exi- 
fience it {elf, it may be defined, that Mode, or Affection 
of Being, by which 4 thing ftands actually produced out of 
the power of its Caufes; or, at leaft, not a€tually included 
inany Caufe; in which fenfe God himfelf does exi/t. 
From whence it appears, That in Created Beings,. E/- 
fence bears no fuch neceflary Connexion with Ex:/tence, 
fince it is not neceflarily included in the Nature of any 
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finite Being, that it muft needs be produced, or aCtu- 
ally Exift. But it muft be confefled, That Existence be- 
ing a perfection, and, in God efpecially, a very great. 
one, muft of neceffity be included in his very Efe, as 
containing in it (formally, or eminently) all forts, or. 
degrees of perfection. The next Term is Subji/tence, 
which isa Mode of Being, by which a thing exifts by 
it felf, without exifting in another, either as a part in 
the whole, or an Adjaz in the Subje#. fay an Ad- 
jeack, not an Accident, for a Sub{tance may be an Ad-. 
junct.. And, I think, if we would affigna way, by 
which the humane Nature of Chrift exifts in the Perfon 
of the rc7@., we fhall hardly find outa fitter, than to_ 
fay, That it exifts in it, asan Adjunct in the Subjed. . 
For it is certain, That it does not exiftin it, asa part in 
the whole ; fince by this means, the fecond Perfon in 
the Trinity, muft, till his Incarnation, have wanted one 
part of his Perfon. But I fhall not be pofitive inthe Ap- 
plication of this Term here. In the mean time it mutt 
be obferved, That Effence and Subfiftence really differ, ({0. 
far as a Modal difference is reduced to a Real) not only 
in Created Beings, but alfoin Uncreate. In Created it. 
is evident ; forafmuch asa part divided from the whole, 


- lofesthe Subfiftence which it had from thence, but {till 


continues its Exiftence, as being ftill a Subftance actually 
fubfifting by it felf, and not inhering in any Subject, as. 
Accidents do. Nor is it lefs evidentin the Deity it felf, 
and the Divine Perfons belonging toit. For one and 
the fame undivided Exi/fence, as well as one and the 
fame Effeace or Nature belongs to all the three Perfons 
equally ; whereas yet every Perfon has his own proper 
diftinet Subfiftence by himfelf; which mult make as great 
a difference between Exi/lence and Subfiffence, as that 


which unites feveral Perfons into one Nature, and that 
which 
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which perfonally diftinguifhes them from one another. 
And thenalfo for Chrift’s Perfon, with reference to his 
humanity ; though tlus /zo/i/ts by the Subfiftence of the 
Asy@., yet it does not properly /ubfift by the Exi/tence of 
it, (fince every diftinét Nature muft have its own di- 
{tinct Exiftence) which fhews, ‘That even in the Oeco- 
nomy of this Divine Perfon,Exi/fenceand Subjiftence muft 
be confidered as formally different ; fince fomething, we 
fee, may relate to, and be affirmed of one, which cannot 
be affirmed of, or bear the fame relation to the other. 
Now, whatfoever Being, or Nature, this Mode of Sub- 
fitence does belong to, that is properly called a Sxppof- 
tum; as being athing, which by no means exifts in any 
other, but asa Bafis, or foundation, fupports fuch things, 
‘or Beings, as exift init; from which alfo it receives its 
Name of vtpigraxevor, And the Confequence of this is, 
That as Sub/istence makes a thing, or Being, a Suppofitum ; 
fo fuppofitality makes it éxcommunicable; {ince that which 
miakes it uncapable of exifting inanother, muft alfo hin- 
der it from being Communicated to another. And ano- 
ther Confequence of the fame is, That every Suppofitum, 
or Being, thus Subjisting by it felf, isa compleat Being ; 
that is, fuch an one as is not made for the Completion of 
any other : For whatfoever is fo,muft naturally exift in it, 
asa part doesin the whole, or at leaf{t be originally de~ 
figned foto do. ‘This Account being given of Subjiitence, 
and of a Suppofitum, which is Conitituted fuch by it, it 
will be eafie to give an Account alfo what a Per/ox is ; 
which is properly defined Suppofitum Rationale, or Intel 
hae So that asa Suppofitum is fubstantia fingularis com- 
pleta per fe fubjistens; fo the Ratio Intellectiva, being ad- 
ded to this, makes it a Perfor, which is a farther perfectt- 
on of Suppofitality, and the utmoft perfection of Subfi- 
{tence, as Subfiftence and Suppofitality is the utmoft 
F 2 
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Bound and Perfection of Exiftence in all Beings not In- 
telligent. | 

If it be here now asked : Whether Subfiftence, or Sup- 
pofitality added to bare Nature, does not makea Compo- 
fition ? I Anfwer, That in Created finite Perfons it does, 
but not in Uncreated and Infinite: And the reafon is, 
Becaufe though all Compofition implys Union ; yet all 
Union, is not therefore a Compofition, but fomething 
higher and tranfcendental ; fo that in the Divine Perfons 
of che Trinity, The Divine Nature, and the’ Perfonal 


“Subfiftence coalefce into one, by an Incomprehenfible, 


Ineffable kind of Union and Conjunction. And if this 
does not fatisfie, (as I think it rationally may) I muft 
needs profefs, That my Thoughtsand Words can nei- 
ther rife higher, nor reach further. ea 
_ Having thus ftated and fixed the fignification of the 
fore-mentioned Terms, I cannot but remark thefe two 
things of the Term, or Word, Effence. As, 

1, That it is fometimes taken not only for the Ratio 
formatis ents, but fimply and abfolutely for an entire En- 
tity, or Being it felf. And , 

2. That thofe two other Terms, Nature and Form, 
are for the moft part ufed as Terms equipollent, and of 
the fame fignification with it: Nature being the Effence 
of a thinz confidered as an Active, Productive Principle ; 
and Form being the Effence, or Nature of a thing, as it is 
thechief Principle, giving Being and Perfection to it, in 
the way of Compofition. Neverthelefs it 1s fometimes 
alfo applyed to fimple uncompounded Natures promi- 
{cuoufly withthe other. So that we fee here, That E/- 
fence, Form, and Nature, generally taken, are only three 
formally diftin€t Confiderations of one and the fame 
thing ; whichI thought fit to take notice of, to prevent 
all cavil, or miftake a see the we of thefe Terms. 
| I 
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I have now gone over,and feverally given an Account 
of the Notions of Being, Subjtance, Accident, Modes of 
Being, Effence, Form, Nature, Subjiftence and Perfonality ; 
and hereby, I hope, laid fome foundation for our clearer, 
and more intelligible difcourfing of the great Article we 
have undertook to refcue from a falfe Vizdication : There 
being hardly any one of all the foregoing Terms, of: 
which a clear and diftinct Notion is not highly requifite 
to aclear, explicite, and diftinct confideration of the 
Subje&t now before us. Concerning which, I think fit 
to note this, That (fo farasI can judge) the thing now 
in difpute is not; what fully and exactly exprefles, or re- 
prefents the Nature of God (for nothing can dothat: ) 
But what is our beft and moft rational way of conceiving 
and {peaking of him, and fubje€tto feweft Inconveni- 
ences ; and for this, we fhall debate it, whether this 
Author, or we take the beft courfe. 

Thefe things being thus premifed, and laid down, we 
fhall now refume the four Heads firft propofed to be 
—" of by us, and Difcourfe of them feverally : 
And, 

1. I fhall fhew, That the Ground upon which this 
Author excepts again{t the ufe of the Terms Sub/tance, 
Effence, Subjistence, &c. in treating of this Subject, is 
falfe, and miftaken. His Exceptions againft them we 
find in Page 68,69, and 70. of his Book. “ The great 
“ difficulty (lays he) of conceiving a Trinity of Per fous in 
* one Infinite and undivided Effence, or Substance, arifes 


“ from thofe grofs and material Ideas, we have of Effence - 


<¢ and Substance, when we {peak of the Effence, or Substance 
“ of God, or Created Spirits, We can form no Idea of Sub- 
“ f{tance,but what we have from matters hat is foiwething 
6¢ ; ; ; 3 oe | 
extended in a — dinrenfion of length, briadth, and 
“ depth, which is the Subject of thofe Qualities, which ta- 


“« here 


Wo 
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here and fublist in it. And therefore, as matter is the 
6 Subject of all fenfible Qualities, fo we conceive fome fuch 
“ Subftance of 4 Mind, or Spirit, which is the Subjedt of 
“ Will and VUaderftanding, Thoughts and Paffions; and 
“ then we find it impoffible to concerve how there fbould be 
“ three Divine Perfons, which are all Infinite without three 
6 distinct Infinite Subftances, each distinct Infinite Perfon 
“ having a diftinct Infinite Substance of his own: And if we 
“ grant this, it feems a plain Contradiction to fay, That 
“6 thefe three diftinct Infinite Subftances are but one Numeri- 
“ cal Infinite Subftance,&c. Thus far our Author : And 
I freely grant, ‘That this does not only feem (as he fays) 
but really isa Costrad:ftion. And, before I have done 
with him, I will prove to him alfo, That to fay, That 
three distinct Infinite Minds are but one Numerical Infinite 
Mind, (which fhall be effectually laid at his Door) or, 
That three diftinct Infinite Minds, are not three diftinct In~ 
finite Subftances, or Effences, are as grofs, and palpable 
Contradictions asthe other. But he goes on in the fame 
Pagealittle lower, “ We know nothing (fays he) of the 
“ Divine Effence, but that God is an Infinite Mind ; and if 
“ we feek for any other Effence, or Subftancein God, but an 
“ Infinite Mind; that ts, Infinite Wifdom, Power, and 
“ Goodnefs, the Effence of God, though confidered but as 
“ one Numerical Perfon, ts as perfectly unintelligible to us, 
“© gs the one Numerical Effenceor Subftance of three Divine 
“ Perfons in the ever-bleffed Trinity. In which words, I 
think this Author guilty of a double Abfurdity. One, 
That he fuppofes a Adizd not to be an Effence, or Sub- 
fiance 3 and it is manifeft, that he does fo, fince he finds 
fault with Szb/iance, and puts Mizd in the room of it: 
Whereas a Midis really a Subftance, or Nothing; not 
that there is zothing in the World befides Sab/ance, but 
nothing elfe which a Mizd can be properly faid to be. 
| His 
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His other Abfurdity is, his fuppofing Afiad, W1fdom, 
Power, and Goodzefs, to be the fame; whereas IV/1/dor 
and Goodze/s, arenot properly a Afind, but‘ the Afteéti- 
ons, or Attributes of a Mixd. And here let not our 
Author tell me, That they are all one and the fame thing 
inGod: For that is no News ; yet neverthiclefs, Afind, 
Wifdom, Power, Goodnefs, &c. are formally diftinct from 
oneancther, and fo not affirmable of one another: And 
in {peaking of things, the formal differences of them 
muft ftill be attended to: God’s Fu/tice and his Mercy 
are one pure fimple AG in Him; but he that fays, His 
Jufice is his Mercy, {peaks abfurdly for all that : And he 
who fays, That a Mind is Wifdom, or Goodnefs, or 
Power, &c. {peaks juft at the fame rate. 

But again in Page 70. “ It # this grofs and material 
“ imagination (fays he) about the Effence and Subftance of 
“6 the Deity, which occafions all the difficulties about the No- 
“ tion of one God, aswell as of a Trinity in Unity. For 
“ we cannot imagine how any Subjtance fbould be without « 
“ beginning, how it fhould be prefent in all places without 
“ parts aan without extenfion, how Substance, Effence, Ex- 
<“ iftence, and all Divine Attributes and Powers (which 
“ are diftinct things in Created Spirits ) {bould be all the fame 
“ andone fimple Act inGod, &c. From all which we 
are (according to this Author) to conclude, ‘That the 
Terms Subftance, Effence, and Exiftence, ought to be 
laid afide in all Difcourfes of the Deity ; as ferving for 
nothing but to caufe in us thofe falfe Notions of it. 
Nor are thofe only excepted againft, but alfo all Divine 
Attributes and Powers; for in his laft words (newly quo- 
ted) he equally joyns and puts them all together. And 
what monftrous work this muftneeds make in our Con- 
ceptions and Difcourfes of God, fhall, I hope, in the. 
procefs of this Difpute, be made to appear. 
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In order to which, do here firft of all,in oppofition to 
what this Author has Afferted about Swb/tazce and Mat- 
ter, lay down this Propofition, w=. That Sub/tance in 
the proper Nature, and Notion of it, includes no Com- 
munication with, or refpect to ALatrer at all. And this 
I prove tohim by one plain Argument, beforeI proceed 
toany thing that is Metaphyfical, viz. That there was 


Subjiance in the World before ever there was Matter; and — 


therefore the Notion of the former does not effentially 
include in it the Notion of the latter : For, furely, if the 
Being of one might be without the Being of the other,the 


_ Notion of the one may be no lefs without the Notion of 


the other too. Now that there was Subftance in the 
World before Matter, I prove from this, That there 
was a Being exifting by it felf, in the World, before Mat- 
ter, andtherefore there was Swbstance: For this is the 
very definition of Substance, That it ts 4 Being exifting by 
it felf, and confequently they muft reciprocally infer one 
another, as the definition and the thing defined by it al- 
waysdo. And then, that there was a Betag thus exi- 
sting by it felf, before Matter, is proved from hence, 
That there was a Being which produced Matter, which 
nothing but a Being exifting by it felfcoulddo. And 
now I would fain know of our Author, Whether we 
may not havea clear and diftinét Conception of fuch a 


Being, without fo much as thinking of Matter. And if 


we may, (as I {ee nothing to hinder us) then it is falfe, 
that the Notion of Subftance does neceflarily engage our 
thoughts in, or confound them with the Idea of Matter. 


Befides, allthe World does, and muft allow, that we-_ 


may havea full and perfect Conception of a Genus, or 
Gencrical Nature of a thing, without confidering any 
of its Species. And withal, that it is impoffible,that fuch a 
Generical Nature fhould include in it any one of the Spe- 


cifick 


= 
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cifick Differences of the things, which it is Communi- 
cable to, and which are contained under it; for if fo, 
then one Spectes would include in it the Specifick diffe- 
rence of the other oppofite Species ; forafmuch as includ- 
‘ing in it the Generical Nature, it muft include all that is 
included in that Nature too: Which would be infinitely 
abfurd. But now Subftance is a Generical Nature, e- 
qually communicable both to Material and Immaterial 
Subftances, as to two diftin& Species ; and confequent- 
ly in its Precife Conception, implys nothing of Materi- 
ality in it; and for that caufe may be conceived and 
known, and diftinétly reprefented to our minds with- 
outit. Nay, and to fhew further the difference be- 
tween Sab/tance, and Matter, in the proper Notions of 
each, This Propofition, Swbffance is not Matter, is cer- 
tainly true; true, I fay, particularly though not saiver- 
fally ; that is, with reference to all thofe Subftances, the 
- Nature of which excludes all Matter, asthe Nature of 
Angels, and of the Souls of Men, confeffedly does. But 
now, if the general Nature of Subftance effentially im- 
" plyed in it Matter, it could not be truly faid of any one 
particular Subftance in the World, That it is not Matter. 
Mr. Hobbs I know, makes Subftance and Matter Com- 
menfurate, or rather the fame. But methinks, though 
fome have lately wrote after him in his lewd Politicks, 
no Divine fhould venture to fall in with him in his Na- 
tural Philofophy too, for fear of fome certain Confe- 
quences, which, it istoo well known, mutt follow from 
it. Ina word, the firft thing to be conceived in God, 
is, That he is a Being, thenext, That he is a Being exift- 
ing by it felf; that is, nother words, He is a Subftance : 
And therefore, I hope, we may both form an Idea of 
Subftance, and afterwards apply it to God, without 
plunging our felves into the gre S Imaginations of Mat- 

ter. 
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ter, And fo far doall other Divines, and Philofophers 
differ from this Man, that they affirm the word Swb- 
ftance much more properly, and really applicable to 


God, than to any of the Creatures ; which certainly it 


could never be, if it implyed any fuch effential cog- 
nation to Matter, either in the Nature, or Notion of it. 

It is evident therefore, That there is no neceffity from 
the thing it felf to juftifie this Author’s Obje€tion. And 
as for thofe grofs and Material Imaginations of Sub- 
{tance, taken upand borrowed from Material Corporeal 
things, nothing can be inferred from thence to his pur- 
pofe. For is it good arguing to conclude, That becaufe 
a thing is actually thus or thus, it cannot pofflibly be o- 
therwife ? Do not fome form to themfelves grofs and 
abfurd Imaginations of God the Father, from that Ex- 
preffion of the Axcient of Days, Dan. 7. 9. reprefenting 
Him to their thoughts, as an Old Man fitting in Hea- 
ven ? But may not others therefore, who are wifer, 
conceive more worthily of him, without laying afide 
that Scripture-expreffion ? If it be a good Argument 
(as it isall our Author brings) that Terms, which may 
occafion grofs and Material Imaginations in the Minds 
of Men, ought not to be applyed to God ; then I hopé 
jt is as much an Argument in one thing as in another. 
And accordingly I defire to know of him, Whether the 
Terms Begetting, and being begot, Father and Son, are 
not very fitly applyed to, and ufed about the Divine 
Perfons ? And if fo, Whether they are not altogether 
as hard to be abftra€ted from material Imaginations, as 
the Notions of Effeace, or Subffance are, or rather, in- 
deed, much harder? I believe all thinking Men will 


conclude they are. Nay, and I fhall venture to tell _ 


him further, That thefe two words, partly through 
their Corporeal fignification, and partly through the 
weak- 
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weaknefs of Men’s Minds, have occafioned more diffi- 
culties about the Notion of a Deity, and a Trinity too, 
than ever the wards Effezce, or Subftance did, or perhaps 
could do: And yet, for all that, the Spirit of God has 
thought fic to make ufe of themtoexprefs fo facred a 
Myftery by. But this Man fhould have remembred, 
That how grofsand Material foever the Reprefentations 
of things are, which our fenfes firft make to us, there is 
a ‘fudicium Correctivam in Reafon, asthe fuperiour fa- 
culty, which is toconfider and feparate what is grofs 
and Material inthem, from what is otherwife, till at 
length by rejecting fome Notions, and retaining others, 
it finds out fomething even in the mof{t Material things, 
which may truly, properly, and becomingly be applyed 
to the pureft and moft Immaterial. _ But to.give a fuller 
Account of this matter, we muft obferve, That the Idea 
of Substance may be faid to be taken from Matter two 
ways. 

: . Remotely and Occafonally; as the Obfervation of 
Material Things may firit {ec Reafon to work, which 
in the ftrength of its own Difcourfe may draw from 
thence the knowledge of Immaterials, as the Apoftle 
tells us in Rom.1. 20. That the Invvifible things of God, 
from the Creation, were clearly feen and underftood from the 
things that are made, viz. Such vifible fenfible Obje€ts, as 
Men daily converfe with: And if fo, then furely thefe 
do not neceflarily difpofe the Mind of Man to grofs and 
gee Imaginations of the things fo apprehended by 
it. But | 

2. The Idea of Subftance may be faid to be taken 
from Matter ésmediately and exemplarily, as when the I- 
imagination does, (as it were) tranfcribe and copy one 
from the other, and take one for the reprefentation of 
the other; and this, I confefs, muft needs imprint a ve- 
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ry grofs Idea of Sub/tance upon the Imagination : And to 
this way may be referred all thofe grofs and Material 
Ideas of Sub{tance, which this Author fo much exclaims. 
rage But then, allthis is from the neglect of the Per- 
on, in not imploying his Reafon to corrett and refine. 
the firft reports of Sence, as he might and ought to have 
done; and if from hence we conclude an utter Incapa- 
city in the thing it felf to be improved and heightened 
into Immaterial Reprefentations, and thereupon to be 
conceived and {poken of agreeably to them, we muft 
even expect a Teacher to be fent down from Heaven to 
furnifh us witha new Language, or we muft fhut up. 
our Mouths, and put up our Pens, and not {peak, or 
write of Divine Matters at all. 
And therefore whereas this Author further adds, in 
Page 70. That we cannot — how any fubjtance fbould 
be without a Beginning, and how it {bould ve Prefent in all 


places. Y tell him,, This is not the Point in Controverfie, 


Whether we can imagine it, or no? But I tell him with- 
al, That it is as eafie for the Mind of Man to conceive 
all this of Subftance, as of any thing elfe whatfoever. 
For, Why not a Sub/tance without Beginning, as well as 
Truth, or Wifdom, or Goodnefs, without a Beginning ? I 
fay, Lethim fhew me fome folid Reafon why. In the 
mean time, I can tell him, That of the two, it fhould 
feem lefs difficult to imagine the Eternal Exiftence of 
Subftance,than of Truth ; fince Subftance is in order of 
Nature before it ; as the Subject muft needs be before 
that which affe€ts it. Though in very deed, the main 
difficulty here, is not fo much to find out which of thofe 
Perfections may be the moft eafily conceived to have 
been without a Beginning, asit is to bring the mind to 
a full and clear Conception, How any thing at all is fo ? 
While it finds it felf wholly at a lofs in running up its 

thoughts. 
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thoughts ftill higher and higher, without any bound or 
ftint to determine them. And this it is, and not the par- 
ticular Nature of Effence, or Subftance, that nonpluffes 
and confounds our Reafon in thefe unlimited Speculati- 
ons. And whereas he goes on in the next words, and 
tells us, That we cannot imagine, How Sub/tance, Exi- 
ference, and all the Divine Attributes azd Powers fhould be 
all one and the _ fimple Act in God? I Anfwer, What 
if we cannot * Muft nothing be applyed to God, but 


what fhalllet us into the full knowledge of all that is. 


difficulc and myfterious inthe Divine Nature ? Or will 

this Man fay, That the Application of the Terms E/- 

fence and Substance to God, 1s the true caufe and reafon, 
why we cannot apprehend, How Substance and Exiftence, 

and all the Divine Attributes and Powers, are one and the 

fame fimple Aét in God? For this 1s the thing that he has 
been profeffedly driving at,and therefore ought to prove. 

And befides, as what he has here alledged, is nothing to: 

his purpofe, without the proof of that, fo it is all buta 

meer fallacy, 4 fallacy of the Accident: For albeit, we 

cannot apprehend how all thefe Attributes are one and 
the fame fimple A& in God, yet furely it will not follow 

hence, that we cannot apprehend them fingly and feve- 

rally by themfelves, and as we fo apprehend them, ap- 

ply them properly and fitly toGod. And here I cannot 

but take notice of a way of Arguing ufual with this Au- 

thor, as, I cannot conceive, and I cannot underftand, and I 

cannot imagine, &c. After which, as if he had laid down 

irrefragable Premifes, he concludes, That the thing it 

felf is not to be concerved, underftooa, or imagined. But 

for my part, I muft be excufed, that Icannot allow this 

Man’s fingle Judgment (or prejudice rather) for the u- 

niverfal Standard, or meafure of humane Reafon;. or 

that fucha way of difcourfing proves any thing but the 

affuming, 
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affuming humour of him who ufes it; and one ftrangely 
full of Himfelf, inftead of better things. | 

In conclufion therefore, I do here affert, That the 
grofs and Material Imaginations which Men form: to 
themfclves of Substance, proceed not from the thing it. 
felf, but from the groffnels and fault of the Perfons who 
take up thefe Imaginations. And accordingly I aftirm 
tothis Author, That that Affertion of his in Page 69. 
That we can form no Idea of Subftance, but what we have 


from Ma‘ter,is falfe,and maniteftly proved to be fo. And 


moreover, That it is not only as poffible, but as cafie to 
form inthe mind, a conception of a Subflance, or Being 
Ex'fting by it felf (whichis all one) as abftracted from, 
and ftrip’d of all conception of Matter and Corporeity, 
as itis to frame to our felves a conception of Truth, or 
Wifdom, or of a Being eternally True and Wife, fepa- 
rate from all thofe grofs Qualifications : And confequent-' 
ly that the word Swb/tance, with others of the like im- 
port, may be moft fitly and fignificantly applyed to the 
Divine Nature and the Perfons of the Holy Trinity, 

which was the thing to be proved. | 
But becaufe our Author avers, in Page 70. That if we 
confider God as Truth and Wifdom, which is his true Na-~ 
tureand Effence, without confounding our mind with fome 
smaterial conceptions of his Subjtance (ashe had already af- 
firmed all conceptions of Subftance muft needs be) shez 
thefe things (viz.the Difficulties before-mentioned con- 
cerning our Apprehenfions of God) are all plain and eafie. 
Where, by the way, it is obfervable, That he calls Truth 
and Wifdom the true Natureand Etlence of God ; whereas 
inthis very Page, as well asin 68, he had excepted a- 
eainft the Term Efferce, no lefsthan that of Sub/tance, 
as (by reafon of the grofs Material Ideas raifed by it in 
the Mind) very unfit tobe applyed to God. So happy 
| 1S 
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is this Author above other Men, that he can reétifie the 
moft improper words and expreflions barely by his own 
ufing them. 

But becaufe he is fo pofitive in making the Terms 
Trath and Wsf{dom an efteCtual Remedy againft all the 
Inconveniences alledged from the Terms Effezce and 
Subjtance, as applyed to the Deity, this brings us to our 
fecond Propofition, viz. That the fame Objection lies a- 
gain{t the Terms Truth, Wifaom, Goodnefs, &c. as appli- 
cable to the Deity, that are made againft Effence, Sub- 
Stance, Exiftence, andthe like. In order to the proving 
of which, I fhall obferve, That Truth may be taken ina 
three-fold fenfe. | 

Firft, For the truth of Propofitions, which is called 
Logical. 

Secondly, For an Affection of Being, which is Truth 
Mertaphyfical. And 

Thirdly and Laftly, As it 1s a Qualification of Men’s 
Werds and Actions, and confifts properly inan Agree- 
ment of the Mind with both. : 
. Concerning all which I obferve, That the Truth of 
Propofitions is no further eternal, than as it exifts in the 
Mind of God. That the Metaphyfical Truth of Things 
is eternal, or not eternal, asthe Being, or ‘Tung it be- 
longs to, is, or isnot fo. And for the Moral Truth of 
Meu’s Words and Actions, it is'no more eternal than 
the faid Wordsand A€tions, the proper Subje€t of them, 
can be faidtobe, This premifed, I would here ask our 
Author, Whether the firft Notions we actually entcr- 
tainct Trath and Wifdom, are not drawn from the Ob- 
{ervations we make of thefe things in Men; that is, in 
Beings fenfible and Material, and confifting of Body as 
wellas Soul, and accordingly cloathed with fenfible Ac- 


cidents and Circumftances? I cannot imagine that he 
| Ww 
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will deny this, fince we do not fpeak immediately, or 
converfe vifibly with God, or Angels; and I fuppofe 
alfo, that he now fpeaks of Trath, Wi/dom, Goodne/s, 8c. 
not as they are exhibited to us in Books, or Propofitions, 
but as they actually exift and occur in perfons, and con- 
fequently as they are firft apprehended by us in Concre- 
tion, or Conjuntion with Men; that is, with Beings 
{o Compounded, Qualified, and Circumftantiated, as a- 
bove exprefled, and as we find, fee and obferve them, 
in Men’s Words and Actions, in what they fpeak, and 
what they do; and thefe are certainly very fenfible 
things, and fuch as incurr into, and affcét the fence as 
much as Matter it felf cando. And if fo, I defire to 
hear fome fatisfa€tory Reafon, Why the Obfervation of 
Subftance in Material Beings, and our firft Occafional col- 
le€tion of it from thence, fhould fo neceffarily pervert, 
and caufe fuch a groffnefs in our Conceptions of it, as to 
make it hardly (ifatall) poflible to conceive of Suzb- 
jftance, without the grofs Conception of Matter; and 
yet that the fame confideration and caufe {hould not e- 
qually take place in Truth and W’s/dom, and equally per- 
vert and thicken our Apprehenfions of them, when they 
are equally drawn from fenfible, grofs, and Material Ob- 
jeCts, viz. the Words and Aétions of Men, which they 
both Exiit in, and Converfe about ? For I can fee ro 
ground why the fame Reafon fhould not infer the very 
fame thing, and the fame Antecedents draw after them 
the fame Confequents, whatfoever they are applyed to. 
For the Argument 4 Quatenus ad omne, &c. is certain and 
infallible. 

If it be here faid, That Trath and Ws{dom in the pro- 
per Notion and Conception of them, imply no Commu- 
nication at all with Matter: I Anfwer, That as the No- 
tion of them is Abftra€ted, and gathered up by the 


Difcourfes 
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Difcourfes of Reafon it does not; but fo neither does 
that of Swb/tance, after {uch an ACt of the Mind has 
aime upon it. So that hitherto the Cafe is much the 
ame in both. 
But to carry the matter a little further. Truth and 
Wifdom as obferved in and amongft Men, are certainly 
finite Things. For whatfoever exifts in a finite Subject 


(whatfoever the Odjec# be which it converfes about, or 


is terminated upon) is certainly it felf finite alfo. And 
here I would have this Author tell me, Why a Notion 
drawn off, and borrowed from finite Things, fhould 
not be as apt to perplex and confound our Minds, when 
applyed to an Infinite Being ; as a Notion abftraCted 
from a Material Being, can be to diftra& and confound 
our Thoughts when applyed to an Immaterial? I muft 
confefs,I can fee nothing alledgeable for one, which may 
not be as ftrongly alledged for the other. All that can 
be faid, is what has been mentioned already, viz. That 
-Reafon may,and does extra€t fome Notions from a finite 


Being, that may be properly applicable to an Infinite, 


due allowance made for the difproportion between both ; 
and in like manner I affirm, That it can and does draw 
Notions from a thing endued with Matter, which may 
as well agree to Things Spiritual and Immaterial. So 
that I cannot perceive, that Truth, W’ifdom, or Goodnefs, 
have upon this Account any Preheminence, or Advan- 
tage over Effence, Subjtance, Exiftence, and the like 
Terms at all, but the one may be applyed to the Divine 
Nature as well and properly as the other. 

But this is not all; for I affirm in the 3d Place, That E/- 
fence, Subftance,Nature,Exiftexce,and other Terms equipol- 


lent to Being, confidered precifely in and by themfelves, - 


are naturally fitter to exprefs the Deity by, than thofe o- 
ther Terms Truth,J1s{dom,and Gidieeees for by 
| H our 
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our Auchor, This is our Third Propofition; and for 
the proof of it I firft appeal to that high and glorious 
Account, which God himfelf gave of his own Nature, 
when Mofes defired to be intormed of it, viz. I am that 
I am, Exod. 3.14. In which he defcribes himfelf only 
trom his Besag and Sub/tance, which indeed rendered 
him more eminently, and even more fabjiaztially, and 
truly 4 Being or Subftance, than all other Beings or Sub- 
{tances whatfoever, which, in comparifon of him, can 
hardly be fo muchas faid to Exi/t or Be. And I am per- 
f{waded, that God knew his own Name and Nature, 
and withal , how to give the beft and moft proper De- 
claration of Both, as wellas the Author of Se/f-Con/ci— 
oufne/s,and Mutual-Confciouf{nefs does or can pretend to do. 
And indeed this feems to have been the very Chara@ter 
by which God would be then known to all the World, 
viz. All the Rational part of the Creation ; for it was 
fent to his People, then living under, and with a Hea-. 
then Prince, to anfwer them and him even in thofe No- 
tions of a God, which meer Nature fuggefted to all 
Mankind ; and confequently were fo known and recei- 
ved by them, that they could not eafily queftion, or de- 
ny them. For otherwife we know God addreffed him- 


~ felf to the fame People afterwards in a Character ex- 


treamly different, and more peculiar, viz. .4 God Mer- 
cifal and Gracious, Long-fuffering, abundant in Goodnefs 
and Truth, and pardoning Iniquity, Tran{ereffion, and Stn, 
Exod. 34.6,7. Which, it feems, was the Opening a 
Particular Attribute to them, which the bare Account 
of his Being (as known as it was) could not fufficiently 
inform the World of before. 

But to proceed to other Confiderations, vaftly in- 
deed inferiour tothis, but yet of fingular ufe in their 
degree, to dire&t our Speculations about thefe Matters, 
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TL have fome other Things to offer in behalf of the Pro- 
pofition laid down by us. | ie 

As Firft, That all Divines hitherto have looked upon, 
and profeffedly treated of the Divine Nature and Attri- 
butes, as different and diftin&t from one another ; ftill 
confidering the firft as the Szbjecf, and the other as the 
Adjuncts of it ; or, at leaft,as Analogous to thefe Terms 
as they ftand properly applyed to other Things. . Ac- 
cording to which Notion, as the Subject, or that which 
is Analogous to it, naturally both precedes and fupports 
the Adjundts ; fo all Notions importing the Divine Na- 
ture, Being, or = are to be accounted as the Sub- 
ject, in refpect of all God’s other Attributes, or Perfe- 
tions, whether they be Trsth, Wifdom, Goodne/s, Power, 
Erern'ty, a or any other whatfoever. Which 
being fo, I do here affirm, That the Terms Effeace, Sub- 
france, Exiftence, and others Synonymous to them, ought 
to have the Precedence of the other Divine Perfections, 
commonly called A¢tributes,in their Application to God, 
and that upon a three-fold Account, viz. 


ox. Of Priority. 
2. Of Simplicity. i 
3- Of Comprehenfivenefs. Of each of which feverally. 


1. For that of Priority. As we have already ob- 
ferved, That the firft thing in order of Nature Con- 
ceivable of God, is, That he is a Being ; and the next to it, 
That he is 4 Being exifting by it felf,or (in another word) 4 
Substance ; {0 the fame is yet further evidenced from this, 
That the Notion of Being, or Subftance, is that, which 
fully anfwers and determines the laft Queftion and En- 
qutys whiciican be made concerning God. For if we 

efcribe his Nature by any particular Attribute, or Per- 

H 2 fection, 
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fection, and be thereupon asked, What thes is? And ha- 
ving given an Anfwer to that Queftion, be afterwards 
urged with another, and perhapsanother ; and accord- 
ingly, after an Anfwer given to thofe alfo, the Enquiry 
be ftill continued, till at length we Anfwer, That God ts 
a Being ; 4 Being existing by it felf, that is, a Substance. 
"Fhen we muft of neceflity ftop, and can go no further ; 
which makes it evident even toa Demonftration, That 
this is the firft and Original Notion which we have, or 
can have of God. Forafmuch asthat which anf{wers 
the laft Enquiry,or Queftion, naturally made concerning 
any thing, is certainly the firft Thing into which the 
Being, or Reafon of that Thing is refolved. And thus 
much for Priority. 

Pafs we now tothe Second Thing, which 1s the Sim- 
plicity of thefe Terms, For Prissum tn omni genere fim 
pliciffimum. So that when we fay, God is a Being exift- 
ing by it felf, viz. A Substance ; this includes in it no 


~ refpeét to, and much lefs any Conjunétion with any o- 


ther Thing or Notion whatfoever : But on the contra- 
ry, Trath, Goodnefs, Power, &c. are all Affections of 
Being, or Subftance, and fo connote a Relation to, and 
a Conjuntion with it, as their Sabjeé#. So that to give 
you the fame thing in words at length, Trath and Good- 
nefs are nothing elfe but Being, or Subjftance, with thefe 


Qualifications, or _— and Subftance under fuch cer- 


tain refpects formally determining them to fuch a condi- 
tion, viz. either of Conformity to the Underftanding, as 
Trath determines them, or of Conformity to the W1ll, as 
Goodnefs does. So that in thefe, and all other the like — 
Attributes, Being or Subjtance do, as it were, pafs from 
their abfolute and Original Simplicity by the Acceffion 
of the fore-mentioned PerfeCtions fuperadded to them.. 


And 
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And then in the Third and laft place.For the Comprehen- 
fivenefs of Being, or Subftance, above any one, or more 
of the Divine Attributes. This alfo is evident; foraf- 
muchas it runs through and contains them all, which no 
other particular Attribute does, or can be faid todo. 
And certainly that which fignifies Bezng in the whole 

. compafs and a of it, fhould be much more pro- 
perly applicable to God ; than that, which fignifies Be- 
sng only under fome certain and particular determination 
of it, as every oneof his Attributes does, and no more. 
For we cannot fay, That Gods Fustice, Mercy, Wifdom, 
eases and Power, are properly contained under, and 
formally attributable to his Trath, but they are all con- 
tained under, deducible from, and referible to his Be- 
ing or Subftance. So thiat it may properly be faid, That 
Godis an Infinitely True, Wife, Good, Holy, Omnipotent, 
Omniprefent Being or Sabftance. But we cannot with 

‘any propriety of Speech pitch upon any one of the other 
Divine Attributes, and in like manner affirm all the reft 
ofthat one. Asto fay that God isan Infinitely Wife, 
Good, Eternal, Omnipotent, Omniprefent Trath. This 
(I fay ) cannot be equally faid: Forthoughthe Thing 
be fandamentally true, yet the Expreffion is neither Pro- 

_ per nor Natural: Forafmtich as Goodnefs, Suffice, Om- 
nipotence, Omniprefence, and the like, are not the proper 
AffeCtions of Truth, but they are properly fo of Sub- 
ftance, Or Being. And moreover, Whereas this Author 
will needs have the Terms Sub/tance, Effence, and Exift- 
ence difcarded, and the Terms Truth, Wifdom and 
Goodne/s put in their room, when we {peak of the Di- . 
vine Nature ; I defire him to give me fome good Rea- 
fon, why he pitches upon Truth, Wifdom and Goodnefs, 
rather than upon Eternity, Omnipotence and Omniprefence. 
For thefe, intheir proportion, exprefs the Divine Nar 
bure: 
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ture as muchas the other; but neither the one nor the 
other can grafp in the whole Compafs of the Dévize 
Perfections, {o as tobe properly denominable from all 
and every one of them, as Sx4/Fance, and Effence, and 
fuch other Terms as barely import Beézg, are found to 
be. Icoaclide therefore, that in our Difcourfes of God, 
Effence, Sai.tzce, Nature, and the like, are fo far from 
being neceffary to ve iaid afide, as difpofing our Minds 
to grofs aid unfit Apprehenfions of the Deity; that they 
are much fitter to exprefs and guide our thoughts about 
this great Subje€t, than Trach, W’ifdom or Power, or all 
ofthem together, as importing in them both a Priority, 
and a greater Simplicity, and larger Comprehenfivene(s of 

fotton, than belong toany of them ; and thefe furely 
are Confiderations moft peculiarly futed to, and worthy 
of the PerfeCtions of the Divine Nature. 

I have now done with my Third Propofition, and fo 
proceed to the Fourth and last, viz, That the Difficulty of 
our Conceiving rightly of the Deity and the Divine Perfons, 
does really proceed from other Caufes, than thofe alledged by 
this Author, Tihhallaffign Three: As, a ; 

Firft, The Spirituality of the Divine Nature. For God 
es a Spirit, Joh. 4.14. And it iscertainthat we have 
no clear, explicit, and diftinét Idea of a Spirit. And if 
{o, muft we not needs find a great difficulty in knowing 


it? For we know Things directly by the Idea’s, the 


Species Intelligibiles, or Refemblances of them, imprint- 
ed upon the Intellect, and thefeare refined and drawn 


off from the Species Senfibiles, and fenfible Refemblances 
of the fame imprinted uponthe Imagination. And how 
cana Spirit incur directly into that ? Indeed not at all. 
For wecan have no knowledge ofa Spirit by any direct 
Apprehenfion, or Intuition of it; but all that we know 
of fuch Beings, is, what we gather by Inference, 

Difcourfe, 
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Difcourfé, and Ratiocination: And that is fufficient. 
But, 

2. The Second Reafon of our Short and Imper- 
fe€t Notions of the Deity, 1s, The Iisfinity of it. For 
this we mult obferve, That we can perfectly know and 
comprehend nothing, but as it is reprefented to us under 
fome certain Bounds and Limitations. And thercfore 
one of the chief Inftruments of our Knowledge of a 
Thing, is the Definition of it. And what does that 
fignifie, but the bringing, or reprefenting a Thing un- 
der certain Bounds and Limitations, as the Geeek word 
Stoesenes manifeltly imports? Upon which Account 
what a lofs muft we needs be at, in underftanding, or 
knowing the Divine Nature, when the very way of our 
knowing feems to carry in it fomething oppofite to the 
thing known? For the way of knowing, is by Def- 
ning, Limiting, and Determining : and the Thing known 
is that,of which there neither are nor can be any Bounds, 
Limits, Definitions, or Determinations. And this, I 
think, is not only a fufficient, but fomething more than 
a fufficient Reafon, why we {tumble and fail, when we 


would either have, or give a diftinct Account of the 


Deity. 
3. A Third Reafon of the fame, efpecially with re- 


ference to the Trinity of Perfons belonging to the D:- 
vine Nature, is, The utter want of all Inftances and Ex- 


amples of this kind. For whena long and conftant courfe 


of Obfervation has ftill took’ notice that every numeri- 


cally diftinct Perfon, and every Szppofitum has a numeri- 
cally diftinct Nature appropriate to it, and Religion 
comes afterwards, and calls uponus co apprehend the 
fame Numerical Nature, as fubfifticg in three Nume- 
rically diftinct Perfons; we are extrcamly at a lofs how 
to conform our Notions to it, and to conceive how that 

can 
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can be inthree Perfons, which we never faw before, or 
in any thing elfe, to be but onely inOne. For humane 
Nature, which originally proceeds by the Obfervations 
of Senfe, does very hardly frame to it {elf any Notions, 
or Conceptions of Things, but what it has drawn from 
thence. Nay, IamofOpinion, That the Mind is fo 
far governed by what it fees and obferves, that I verily 
believe, that had we never a€tually feen the beginnin 
orend of any Thing, the generality of Men woul 
hardly fo much as have imagined, That the World had 
ever had any beginning at all: Since with the greateft 
part of Mankind what appears, and what does zor ap- 
pear, determines what can, and what cannot be, in their 
Opinion. | 

And thus I have fhewn Three Caufes ( which I take 
to be the True Caufes ) why we are fo much to feek in 
our Apprehenfionsof, and Difcourfes about the Divine 
Nature, and the Three Glorious Perfons belonging to it. 


_ And the Reafon of them all isfounded upon the Effen- 


tial Difparity which the Mind of Man bears to fo dif- 
proportionate, and fo tranfcendent an Object. So that 
it is a vain thing to quarrel at Words and Terms, efpe- 
cially fuch as. the beft Reafon of Mankind has pitched 
uponas the fitteft, and propereft, and moft fignificant 
to exprefs thefe great Things by. And I queftion not, 
but in the Iffue of all, wife Men will find, ‘That it is not 
the defect of the Terms we ufe, but the vaft Incompre- 
henfibility of the Thing we apply them to, which is the 
True Caufe of all our Failures, as toa clear and diftiné 
Apprehenfion and Declaration of what relates to the 
Godhead. 

From al] which I conclude, That the Terms, Effezce, 
Subftance, Nature, oc. have had nothing yet obyected 
again{t them,but that they may {till clain the place, and 

: continue 
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continue in the ufe, which the Learned’{t Men the 
Christian Charch hath hitherto had, have allotted them 
in all their Difcourfes and Difputes about the Divine 
Nature, and the Divine Perfons;. which are confeffedly 
the greateft and moft Sacred Mylteries in the Chriftian 
Religion. But asin my time, I have obferved it a pra- 
tice at Court, That when any one is turned out of a 
confiderable Place there, it is always firft refolved (and 
that out of merit forefeen, no doubt) who fhall fucceed 
him init: So all this ado in dif{mounting the Terms 
Effence, Subftance, Nature, &c. from their ancient Poft, I 
perceive, is only to make way for thefe two fo highl 

ufeful and wonder-working Terms, Se/f-Coxnfciou hel 
and Aéutual-Confcioufnefs. And therefore let us, with all 
due and awful Reverence (as becomes us) expe& their 
Auguft appearance, and for a while fufter the Mountain 
to {well, and heave up sts Belly, and look big upon us, and 
all in good time, no doubt, we fhall have the happinefs 


to fee and admire, and take our meafures of the 
Moufe. 


But before I clofe this Chapter, to fhew how like a - 


Judge upon life and Death, this Man fits over all the 
formerly received Terms, by which Men were wont to 
difcourfe of God, Sentencing and Condemning them as 
_ he pleafes ; not content to have cafhiered the words E/- 

fence, Subftance and Nature, from being ufed about this 
Subject, he has as great, or greater a Quarrel at the 
word Infimite, as applyed to God; and I {hall here give 
his Exceptions againft it in his own words, being fuch, 
as I believe few would dare to utter but himfelf, and ap- 
proaching fo near, or rather quite coming up to Blaf- 
phemy, that it may be truly faid, That he has not {poke 
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more blafphemoufly of God’s Vindittive Fuftice in hisSee ™y 


Preface. 


Book of the Kyowledge of Chrift, than he has ago 
I re) 


Animadverfions, &c. 


of God’s Infinityin this: For in the 77, 78, 79 Pages, he 
exprefles his Thoughts of it thus. The truth is (fays he) 
this very word Infinite confounds our Notions of God, and 
makes the moft perfect and excellent Being the moft perfectly 
unknown tous. For Infinite is only a Negative Term, and 
ionifics that which has no end, no bounds, no meafure, and 

therefore no pofitive and determined Nature, and therefore is 
Nothing, (mark that) and withal, That an Infinite Be- 
ing, had not Ufe and Cuftom reconciled us to that expreffion, 
would be thought Nonfence and Contradtitton, Which I 
am fo far from granting him, that I affirm, if there had 
never been any thing in the World befides God alone, it 
had yet been moft ‘True and Rational. But he goes on, 
For (fays he) every Real Being has a certain and determi- 
ned Narure, and therefore ts not Infinite in thes fenfe, which 
is fo far from being a Perfection, that tt ad Nothing 
Real. Thus he difcourfes: And yet this word Infizite 
has been univerfally received and applyed to the Divine 
Nature, by Learned Men inall Places and Ages ; and I 
defire this Manto tell me, How, if this word Infizite 
were {0 liable to be thought Nox/eace and Contradiction, - 
this could poflibly come to pafs. For what he {peaks of 
Ufe and Cuftom reconciling us to this Expreffion, is Imper- 
tinent, and begs the Thing in difpute. For {till I would 
know of him, how a word foutterly unfit to exprefs 
the Thing it was applyed to, could ever pafs into U/e 
and Cu/tom, {fo as to be took up, approved, and made ufe 
of by all Mankind. Let him prevail with the whole 
World to {peak Noxfexce, and to ufe words that fignifie 
nothing, if he can. But this Man, before he played the 
Ariftarchus at this rate, fhould have done well to have 
confidered, That every Term is not Negative, which 
has a Negative Particle in the Compoficion of it. Of 
which, innumerable Inftances may be given. And = 
1€ 
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he does not know this, for all his flirting at his Socizian 
Adverfary, as if he knew neither Greek nor Latin, P. 95. 
it is a {curvy fign that he is not fo over-ftocked with e1- 

ther of them as to have any to fpare. 
~ And therefore, whereas he goes on in Page 78. and 
pretends there to explain this word Infizite, he might 
have kept his Explication to himfelf. For no body ever 
ufed it otherwife, but fo as to fiznifis a Pofitive Perfecti- 
ov by it, but yet withal connoting an Ilimitation be- 
longing toit. It fignifies, Ifay, a Thing Real, Ad/o- 
late and Pofitive, but {till witha Connotation of fome- 
thing, whichis to be removed from it, and denied of it ; 
fuch as are all bounds and limits in ref{pect of that Sub- 
{tantial, All-comprehending Perfe@tion of the Divine 
Nature. In a word, the Thing principally fignified by 
this Term, is Pofitzve, the Thing Confignified, or Con- 
noted, ( whichis but Secondary and Confequential ) is 
a Negation. And thus fufficiently overturns all his odd 
Defcants upon it. But if, after all, our Minds cannot 
fully mafter this Notion, Perfozs, as thinking as he can 
ong sheer acknowledge, that it is not the word Ix- 
frsite, but the Thing Lfrarte, that renders them fo fhort 

and defective in this matter. 

But it is pleafant to fee him take his Turns backwards 
and forwards in {peaking ofthis Thing. There i (fays 
he) Paze 78.4 me afure of the maft Abfolute aud (in this 
fenfe ) Infiztte Perfectious,; and if fuch a meafure there 
be, then I hope there is as much Nonfence and Contradr- 
ction in the word Immenfe, as in the word Infinite; and 
withal, if there is even inthe moft Abfolute and Infizite 
Perfections, a xe plys ultra, and an altimum quod fic (as 
the Scxcol-men, who werenever bred at St. Mary Ove- 
ries, are apt tofpcak ) then I confefs, That an Infiaite, 
with ail thefe Qualifications about it, mult needs (ac- 
I 2 cording 
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cording to his beloved Diale€t) be Nonfence and Contra- 
diftion ; andthat of the higheft Rank. And again,P.79. 
We know not (fayshe ) how far Infinite Wifdom, and 
Power, and Goodnefs reaches, (and thus much ts very true) 
but then (fays he again) we certainly know that they have 
their Bounds, and that the Divine Nature is the utmoft 
Bounds of them. By which words if he means, That 
they have their fixed determinate Notions,whereby they 
are formally diftinguifhed among themfelves, as well as 
from other Things, itis right. For the Notion of “- 
nite Wifdom is {o bounded, that it cannot be faid to be 
Infinite Power, or Infinite Power to be Infinite Goodnefs, 
or the like ; but ftill the Thing couched under all thefe 
is Infizite, and neither has nor can have any Bowzds fer 
toits Being. And if he fhould here reply, That then 
the Notion of Infinite Wifdom, Power, and the like, are 
falfe Notions, as not anfwering the Things they are 
applyedto. I anfwer, That they are indeed imperfect 
and inadequate, as not fully anfwering the Thing it 
felf, but they cannot be faid to be fadfe 2 all that. But 
on the contrary, if he will needs have the Thing here- 
by fignified to have any Real Bounds or Limits of its 
Being; then it willand muft follow, That in the fore- 
cited words he has with Accurate and Profound Spe- 
culation prefented to us Az Infinite with Bounds, and 
the Divine Nature (which has no Bounds ) made the 
Bounds of it. Thefeare the very words he ufes ; and 
withal delivered by him with (ich a Magifterial Air 
and Contempt of the whole World befides, who have 
hitherto approved and made ufe of thefe Expreffions, 
(and that in a Senfe and fignification not to be born 
down by every felf Opiniator, after fo long and univer- 
fala Prefcription ) that fo much Confidence cannot be 
fufficiently wondred at, nor too feverely rebuked. 

And 
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And therefore to review a little the foregoing parti- 
culars, and thereby to take fome eftimate of the Man; 
Where fhall we find fuch another Inftance of a private 
Presbyter, who in the Communion, or rather in the ve- 
ry Bofom of fo pure and Orthodox a Church, as this our 
Church of England, ever before durft, in fo great an Ar- 
ticle of the Christian Faith, draw his Pen againft all the 
Writers of the Church Ancient and Modern, Fathers 
and School-men, and with one dafh of it explode and 
{trike off all thofe received Terms by which they con- 
{tantly explained this Myftery, as not only ufelefs, but 
mifchievous in all Difcourfes about it? Whereas ( not 
to anticipate what I intend more particularly and fully 
upon this Head in my a Chapter, ) I fhall- only 
affirm thus much at prefent; That the Greek Wrt- 
ters in exprefling the Godhead, or Divine Nature, when- 
foever they do not ufe the Words, ©ecms, or a Oédiy, 
conftantly exprefs it by gumsand ¢oiez, and fometimes 
byvansxas, while toie and vansxas were commonly ufed 
in the fame fenfe. And likewife the Latizs, where 
they exprefs not the fame by Deitas, or Divinitas, do 
as conf{tantly exprefs it by Natura and Subftantia ; which 
words ftand. now particularly condemned by this Pre- 
fuming Man ; and that, not only in Defiance of all the 
Ancients, but alfo of the Church of England Her Self, 
which has fet her Authorizing Stamp upon thofe ‘Iwo 
Words, Subjtance and Perfon, by applying them to this 
Subject both in her Articles and Liturgy. In the firft of 
them teaching us, That in the Unity of the Godhead there 
are three Perfons, of one Subftance, Power and Eteriity. 
Artic.1. And in her Liturgy rendring the Athazafian 
Creed by the fame words, Nesther confounding the Per- 
fons, zor dividing the Subitance. As likewife that Paflage 
in the Nicene Creed, by the Son’s being of one Sub{tance 
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with the Father. And again inthe Doxolozy at the Com- 
munion on Triaity Sanday, it gives us thefe fulland nota- 
ble words, Owe God, ove Lord, not one onely Perfon, but 
tirce Fexvions im ove Subftance. After all which, with 
what fice can this ftrange, Anomalar Son of the Church 
( wililehe is fucking her Breatts, and at the fame time 
poyfoning the Afik, with which fhe fhould feed her 
Children.) I fay, with what Facecan.he aver to the 

Vorld, That this word Sub/tazce thus embraced, own- 
ed, and ufed by her, ought to be thrown away, as the 
Direct Caufe of all the Errours Men are apt to fall into, 
about this great Myftery ? And that wecan have no 
LVotion of Subfiance, but what ar ing in tt fomething grofs 
and material? \Which, were it fo, can any one imagine, 
that the Charch of Exzland would ever have made ule of 
fiich a word, as could ferve for nothing, but a Snare and 
a Trapto betray the Underftandings and Confciences of 
Men, into fich Errours as may coft them their Souls ? 
This is fo fouly Reflexive upon her, that I would have 
any Man living give mea good Reafon, Why this Au- 
thor fhould not be call’d upon by Publick Authority to . 
sive the Church fatisfaction for the Scandal given to all 
the Orthodox Members of it, by the Contumely and 
Reproach which he has paffed upon thofe Terms and 
Words which She has thought fit fo folemnly to exprefs 
her Fatt and her Devotions by. But fome Men. (fach 
is the Regard had to her Laws and Difcipline) will ven- 
ture to utter and write any Thing, that the Bookfeller 
will pay them for, though they throw their Confcience 
and Religion into the Bareain, 

But Gea himiclt, wo re (Feca the Proud, fecms to have 
took tne Matter into his own Hands, and (to fhew his 
Controlline Providence over the Minds and Hearts of 
Mien) has at length brought this Scornful Man to eat hes 
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own words, (the hardeft Déet certainly that a proud Per- 
fon can be put to ) and after all the black Dirt thrown 
by him upon the School-men and their Terms,to lick it otf 
again with hisown To#gue. So that alter he had paffed 
{uch a Terrible Killing Doom upon thefe words, Ejfence, 
Subftance, Subjiftence, Suppofitum, Perfon, and the like, 
here in his Vindication, all on a fiddain, in a relenting 
Fit, he gracioufly reaches out his Golden Scepter of Self- 
Contradiction, and Reftores them to Life again, in his 


Apoiog y. 


And that the Reader may 


behold both 


fides of the Cowtrad:ction the more clearly, I think it the 
beft and faireft way to give him the Senfe of this Author, 
(if ic may be focall’d) in hisown Words. 


Vindication. 


‘YW Have not troubled 
s¢ my Reader with the 
“ different fignification of 
“ Effence, Hypojtafis,Subjift- 
“ ence, Perfons, Exiftence, 
“ Nature, &c. which are 
“ Terms very differently 
“ufed by the Greek and 
“ Latin Fathers, and have 
“very much obfcured tiis 
‘6 Doctrine, inflead of ex- 
“ plaining tt, P.1o1. 1.12, 
“ The Sciool-men have 
“ noAuthority where they 
“leave the Fathers ; whofe 
¢ fenfe they fometimes [cei 
“to mistake, or to clog it 


Apology. 
E (viz.) the me. 
6 lancholy Stander- 


“by, 1s very angry with 
“the School-Dottors, as 
“ worfe Enemics to Chri- 


“ ftianity,than eitherHea- - 


“then Philofophers, or 
“ Perfecuting Emperours, 
“ Pray what hurt have 
“they done ? I fuppofe he 


“ means the corruption of | 


¢ Chritianity, with thofe 
“ barbarous terms of Per- 
¢ fon, Nature, Effence,Sub- 
“ fltence, Confubfiantiality, 
“8c, which weil xot jig 
“ Heretichs to lie concealed 
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“ with fome peculiar Nice- 
“ies and Diftinitions of 
“ their own, P.138.1.28. 
“The Truth 1s, that 
“which has confounded 
“this Mystery (viz. of the 
“¢ Trinity) has been the 


“ vain endeavour to re- 


“duce it to Terms of Art, 
“‘ fuch as Nature, Effence, 


—&§ Subftance, Subliftence,Hy- 


“¢ poftafis,and the like,Pag. 
: 135.1. the laft, & P.139. 
i 

And fpeaking of the 
Ancient Fathers inthe fame 
Page, he tells us: “ They 
“ nicely diftinguifhed be- 
“tween Perfon and Hypo- 
“ fafis, and Nature, and 
“ Effence, and Substance ; 
“that they were three Per- 
“ fons, but one Nature, E/- 
“ fence and Subftance: But 
“ chat when Men curiouf- 
“ly examined the fignifi- 
“ cation of thefe words, 
“they found that upon 
“fome account or other, 
“6 They were very unapplica- 
“6 ble to this My/ftery. 

Hereupon he asks the 
following Queftions in an 
upbraiding manner, viz. 


“under Scripture-Phrafes. 
“ But why muft the School- 
“6 men bear all the blame of 
“¢ this 2? Why does he not 
“ accufe the Ancient Fa- 
“thers and Councils, from 
“mhom the School-men 
“ fearn’d thefe Terms. Why 
“does he let St. Austin 
“ efcape, from whom the 
“¢ Matter of the Sentences 
“ borrowed moft of his 
“ Diftinctions and Subtle- 
“ ties? But fuppofe, thefe 
“unlucky Wits had ufed 
“ fome new Terms, have 
“they taught any new 
“ Faith about the Trinity 
“in Unity, ‘which the 
“Church did not teach ? 
“And if they have only 
“oyardea the Chriftian 
“ Faith with an Hedge of 
“Thorns, which difeuifed 
“ Hereticks cannot break 
“‘ through, is this to wound 
“ Chriftianity in its very 
“Vitals? No, no: They 
“will only prick the Fin- 
“ gers of Hereticks, and fee 
“cure Chriftianity from be- 
“ing wounded; and this 
“is one great Caufe, why 
“ fome Men are fo angry 
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“What is the Subftance and 
“ Nature of God? 


See thefe 

crap “ Flow can three 
Queftions ¢ If; 

diftintly diftinit Perfons 
an{wered have but one 
inmy 7th 6 A/ymerical Sub- 
Chapter. 


“ ffamce? And, 


“ What is the diftinction be- 


“ tween Effence, and Perfo- 

“ wality, and Sab/iftence ? 
And Laftly, At theend 

ofthe fame Page, “ He 


“confefles, that fome to-_ 


<“ lerable Account of: the 
“School-Terms and Di- 
“ ftinctions might be gi- 
“ ven,but that it ane to 
“awork of more difficult 


“ with the School-Doéfors; 
“‘tho’ the more General 
“ Caufe is, becaufe the 
“havenotInduftry anaes | 
“to Read, or underftand 
“them. Apology, P. 4, 5. 

I have (to prevent all 
exceptions) given theRea- 
der the whole Paragraph ; 


in which the laft Claufe 


ftrikes Home indeed ; tho’ 
in fuch Cafes, fome think 
this Author would do well 
to take heed of ftriking too 
Home. and Hard, for fear 
the Blow fhould rebound 
back again, and do execu- 
tion where he leaft in- 


“ than a/e. tended it. | 
Now here the Reader is defired to obferve the Sove- 
raign ufefulnefs afcribed by our Author to thofe School- 
Terms: Perfon,Nature,E fence,Subjiftence,Con{ubftantiality, 
Oc. As, That they will not fuffer Hereticks to lie concealed 
under Scripture-Phrafes. That the Schools learned all thefe 
Terms of the Ancient Fathers, That they have guarded 


the Christian Faith with an Fledge of Thorns, which dif- 


guifed Hereticks cannot break through, That inftead of 
wounding Chriftianity in its Vitals, they only prick the 
Fingers of Hereticks, and fecure Chriftianity from being 
wounded, All thefe great and good Things he tells us 
have been done in belalf of Chriftianity by the School- 
men, and their fore-mentioned Terms, here in this Apo- 
logy; and now if the Reader will but look back into or 

Vind:- 


65 


66 


Animadverfions, &c. 


Vindication too, our Author will there tell him alfo, 
How, and by what Way and Means the {aid School-men 
and their Terms have Atchieved all thefe worthy Feats, 
viz. By their Ob{curing inftead of Explaining the Dottrine 
of the Trinity. By their miftaking the Meaning of the Fa- 
thers, or clogging st with peculiar Niceties of their own. Al- 
{0 by confounding the Mystery of the Trinity, through a vain 
endeavour +0 reduce it to ae Terms of Art, as Effence, 
Subftance, Subfiftence, Nature, Perfon, and the like. 
As likewife by the [aid terms being found very unapplicable 
sothis Mystery. Andlaftly, Becaufe thongh fome tolerable 
Account might poffibly be given of their meaning, yet that it 
would be of little or no ule to gsve any fach Account, or 
Explication of them: So nfcful (it feems) does he ac- 
count them , to fecure Chriftianity agains# Hereticks, 
that it is of no ufe at alltoexplain them. And now, 
I hope, when the Reader has confidered, what this 
Author has faid on both fides, he will acknowledge, 
that Hand and Gieve cannot more exactly agree, than 
the Vindication and the Apology. And as for that MJe- 
lancholy Stander-by, upon whole Account this Apology is 
pretended to have been written, if he will but read 
and compare the Apology and Vindscation together, I 
dare undertake, that he will not be half fo Melancholy as 

he was before. | | 
But does this Author, in fober fadnefs, think that this 
isthe way to Confute Hereticks, thus to play backwards 
and forwards, to fay, and unfay, and only to fet two 
Books together by the Ears? Let metell him, T4ar 
God és not mocked, nor the World neither ; and that he 
owes an Account, of what he has wrote, to both. For 
my own part, fo far as my Converfe reaches, I mect 
with no ferious and judicious Perfon, who does not 
reckon, that this Author , by his Defultorious Incon- 
fistent 
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fiftent, but withal Impofing way of writing, will in all 
likelihood make Twenty Hereticks, betore he Confutes 
One. 

It is indeed anamazing Thing to confider, That any 
one Man fhould prefume to Brow-beat all the World at 
fucha rate; and we may well wonder at the force of 
Confidence and Self-Conceit, that it fhould be able to 
raife any one to fucha pitch. But Nataralifts have 
een | 

reat Help and Inftigation to Boldnefs. And among 
Men, as Ignorance is commonly faid to be the Mother of 
Devotion, {fo in accounting for the Birth and Defcent of 
Confidence too, ( whatfoever other Caufe fome may 
derive it from) yet, certainly, He who makes Ignorance 
the Mother of this alfo, reckons its Pedigree by the 
furer fide. 
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CHAP. If. 


In which the Author’s New Notion of Self-Con- 
{cioufnefs and Mutual-Confcioufnefs , is 
briefly declared. Self-Confcioufnefs made by 
bim the formal Conftituent Reafon of Perfo- 
nality in all Perfons, both Create and Uncre- 
ate ; andon the contrary, proved againft bim in 


the firft place, That it is not fo in Perfons 


Create. 


UR Author not being fatisfied with the Account 

@ given of the Myftery of the Blefled Trinity b 

the Schools, nor with thofe Notions about it, whic 
have hitherto obtained in the World, til he came into 
it (no doubt as a Perfon peculiarly fent and qualified to 
rectifie all thofe Imperfect, and Improper Notions, 
which had been formerly received by Divines.) He, I 
fay, witha Lofty Undertaking Mind, anda Reach be- 
yond all defore, and indeed befide him, and (as the Iffue 
is like to prove) as much above him too, undertakes to 
give the World a much better, and more fatisfa€tory 
Explication of this great Myftery, and that by two new 
Terms, or Notions, ( purely and folely of his own In- 
vention ) called, Se//-C onftionfuefs , and Mutual-Con~ 
{cioufne/s ; which, though ftill joyned together by our 
Autbor in his Explication of the Bleffed Trinity, have 
yet 


CHAPTER III. 
yet very different Effects, as we fhall prefently 


fee. | 

For by Self-Confcioufne/s, he means, a Minds, or 
Spirit’s being Confcious to its own Thoughts, Reafon- 
ings, and Affettions, ( and I fuppcfe all other Internal 
Motions too) which no other finite Spirit is, or can be 
naturally Confcious to, but it felf. And this (he fays) 
makes a finite Spirit Numerically one, or ove mith it 
felf, (for he ufes both Expreffions ) and withal fepa- 
rates and diftinguifhes it from all other Spirits ; fo that 
hereby every Spirit feels only its own Thoughts, Paf- 
fions, or Motions,but is not Confcious to the Thoughts, 
Paffions, or Motions of any other. And this ( {0 faras 
his i Words import ) he means by Se/f-Confci- 
oujne fs. 

me for Mutual-Confcioufneff. That takes place, when 
two or more Spirits, or Minds know all that of one an- 
other, which each Mind, or Spirit knows of its felf, by 
a particular Se/f-Con/cioufuef/s of its own. And this, I 
conceive to bea juft Account of what this Man means 
by Matual-Confctou/nefs. 

Now the Etfects of thefe two (as I noted before) 
are very different. 

For Se/f-Confcioufnef\, (according to him) is the Con- 
{tituent Principle, or formal Reafon of Perfonality. So 
that Se/f-Confcioxfnf’ properly Conftitutes, or makes a 
Perfon, and fo many Se/f-Coxfcioufneffes make fo many 
diftinct Perfons. 

But Mautual-Confcioufneff, fo far as it extends, makes 
an Unity, not of Perfons, ( for Perfonality as {uch im- 
ports diftinétion, and fomething perfonaliy Inccmmuni- 
cable;) butan Unity of Nature in Perfons. Sotuatatrer 
Self-Confcioufnefv has made feveral diftineét Perisns, in 
comes Mautual-Confcioufnefsand {ets them ail at oe again; 
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and gives them all but one and the fame Nature, which 
they areto take amongft themfelves,as well as they can. 
And this isa True and ftri€& Account of this Azthor’s 
New Aypothefis ; and fuch, as I fuppofe, he will not ex- 
cept againft, becaufe juftly, 1am fure, he cannot ; how- 
foever I may have expreffed the Novel Whimfey fome- 
thing for the Reader’s Diverfion. 

Now, by what has been faid, it is evident, that the 
Author afigns Self-Cou)cioufnef’ as the formal Reafon of 
Perfonality, in all Perfons Univerfally, whether Finite, 
or Infinite, Create, or Uncreate, For having firft fta- 
ted it fo in Finite and Created Spirits, Pag.48 .di7.26,c%c. 
He afterwards applies it to Infinite and Uncreate, viz. 
the Three Perfons of the Godhead, 

And therefore, that we may proceed fairly, and 
without any ground of Exception in the Cafe, we will 
examine : 


I. Whether or no SelfsConfeioufzeff be the Reafon of 
Perfonality in Fizite Perfons? And, 
JI. Whether it be fo in Iafinite ? 


And Firft, For Finite, or Created Spirits. T deny 
Self-Confcioufneff to be the formal Reafon of Perfonality 
in tnefe. And before I give my Reafons againft it, I 
fhhall premife this one Confideration, viz. That where- 
foever the formal Reafon of Perfonality is, there is Per 
fonality. And again, That wherefoever Perfonality is, 
there is the formal Reafon of Perfoyality, wz. That 
they exift Convertibly, and that one Mutually and Ef- 
fentially infers the other. | 

Now this premifed and laid down, my Reafons, why 
I deny Sel/f-Confciou[nef’ to be the formal Reafon of Per- 
fonality in Finite, or Created Beings, are thefe. 

1. Areiu- 
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1. Argument. According to the Natural Order of 
Things, Self-ConfcioufnefS in Perfons, pre-fuppofes their 
Perfonality, and therefore is not, cannot be the Reafon 
of it. The Argument, I conceive, is very plain. For what- 
foever pre-fuppofes a Thing, isin Order of Nature Po- 
{terior and Subfequent to the Thing fo pre-fuppofed by 
it; and again on the other hand, the formal Reafon of 
any Thing is in Order of Nature precedent to that 
Thing, of which it is the Reafon. We will therefore 
prove the Major Propofition. And we do it thus. Perfon- 
ality is the Ground and Principle of all Action, wherefo- 
ever it is. For where there isa Sappofitum, whether it be 
Rational,(which is another word for Perfon) or not,ftill 
it isthe whole Supofi:um, which Acts. So that there 
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mutt be a Perfon before there can be an Act, or A€tion 


proceeding from, or attributable to a Perfon. In a word, 
there muft be a Perfon in Being, before any Action if- 
fues from. him ; and therefore the A&t mutt effentially 
and neceffarily pre-fuppofe the Perfon for the Agent. 
But now Self-Confcioufzef\ does not only do this; but 


(which is more) it alfo pre-fuppofes another Act Ante- _ 


cedent to it elf. For itis properly and formally a Reflec 
AG upon the Acts, Paffions, or Motions of the Perfon 
whom it belongs to. So that according to the Nature 
ofthe Thing, there is not only a Perfon, but alfo an 
Action ( which is, and muft be Subfequent to a Perfon) 
that is Antecedent to Se/f-Coxfcioufnefi; which being a 
Reflex Ac, muit needs in Order of Nature be Pofterior 
to the A& reflected upon by it. And therefore Se/f- 
Confcioufnef, which is by two degrees Pofterior to Per- 
fonality, cannot poffibly be the formal Reafon of it. This 
I look upon as a Demonftration of the Point. And I 
leave itto our Author (who is better a great deal at 
| {corning 
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{corning the Schools, than at confuting them) to an- 
fwer and qverthrow it at hes lesfure. | 


2. Our Second Argument is this. The Humanity, or 
Humane Nature of Chrift, is perfectly Confcious to it 
felf of all the Internal Acts, whether of Knowledge, 
Volition, Paifion, or Defire, that pafs in it, or belong 
to it; and yet the Humanity, or Humane Nature of 
Chrift is not a Perfon,and confequently Se/f-C eee 4 | 
isnotthe proper formal Reafon cf Perfonality ; foraf- 
much as it may bein that, which ts no Perfon. That the 
Humane Nature of Chrift is thus Se//-Confcious, is evi- 
dent, fince it has all the Principles and Powers of Self- 
reflection upon its own Acts, whereby it intimately 
knows it felf to do what it does, and to be what it is, 
which are in any particular Man whatfoever ; fo that if 
any Man be Confcious to himfelf of thefe things, the 
Humane Nature of Chrift, which has the fame Opera- 
tive Powers in perfection (and thofe effentially proper 
to, and infeparable from it felf}) which the reft of Man- 
kind are endued with, muft needs be fo too. And 
then, as for the Affumption, That the Humane Nature 
of Chrift is not a Perfon, is no lefs evident. Since it is 


taken into, and fubfifts in and by the Perfonality of the 


fecond Perfon of the Trinity, and therefore can have no 
diftinct Perfonality of itsown ; unlefs we will with Ne- 
Storius aflert two Perfons in Chrift, an Humane, and a 
Divine. And the Truth is, If Sedf-Coxfcioufnefs were 
the formal Reafon of Perfonality, fince there are two 
deftinet Self-Confcicufneffes in Chrift, no lefs than two 
diftinct Wills, an Humane, anda Divine, viz. One in 
each Nature, I cannot {ee how, upon this Axthor?s Hypo- 
thefis, to heep of the Affertion of Nefforiws, That there 
are Tivo atflinct Per fons in him alfo. 

3. My 
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3. My Third Argument againft the fame fhall be ta- 
ken from the Soul of’) Man in a fate of leparation from the 
Body. Andit is this: The Soul in its fcparate Eftate 
is Confcious to it felfof all its own Internal Aéts, or 
Motions, whether of Knowledge, Paffion, or Defire, 
and yet the Soul in fuch an Eftate is not a Perfon: And 
therefore Se/f-Con/cioufnef is not the formal Reafon of 
Perfonality ; for if it were, ic would and muft Confti- 
tute a Perfon, wherefoever it was.’ Now, that the 
Soul, in its feparate Eftate, is neg ge se a ‘Tup- 
pofe no body will pretend to one but fuch as hold a 
P{ychopannychifme, viz. fuch a dormant Eftate, as ren- 
ders it void of all Vital Motion or Action, during its fe- 
paration from the Body. But this being an Errour which 
few now a-days think worth owning, neither fhall I 
think worth the difproving. : ee 
But for the Minor Propofition, That the Soul in its fe- 
parate Eftate is not a Perfon. In this I expeé& to find 
fome Adverfaries, arid 7 our Aathor himfelf, 
who ' exprefly affirms, hat the Soul in [uch « feparate 
Eftate is a Perfon, Pag. 262. A Soul (fayshe) without a. 
Vital Union to an Humane Body, 7s a Perfon. Nor does he: 
beftow the Name and Nature of a Perfon upon the: 
Soul only as feparate from, but alfo (as fhall be after:. 
wards made appear ) as it is yoyned with the Body ;. 


which Affertion of his, together with fome others of 


near Affinity with it, {hall in due place be examined by: 
themfelves. 2 oy es 


At prefent in Confirmation of my Argument, T matt: 
produce my Rea/ovs againft the Perfonality prea cae | 
held by this Aarsor, and inorder to it, fhall lay down: 
this Conclufion in dire€t Oppofition to his, viz.',T wa 
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the Soul i Man is not a Perfon. And fince (as we have 
noted ) he holds, that it is fo, both in its Conjun@tion 
with the Body, and its feparation from it ; I fhall bring 


— my Arguments againft the Perfonality of it in both. 


And Firft, I fhall prove, That the Soul while joyned 
to, and continuing in the Body, is not a Perfon; and as 
a Ground-work of the proof thereof, I fhall only pre- 
mife this one Thing, asa Truth acknowledged on all 
Hands, viz. That the Soul and Body together conftitute the 
Perfon of a Man. ‘The fame being plainly Afferted 
inthe Athanafian Creed, where it tells us, That the Rea- 
fonable Soul and Flefb, ss one Man, {or one Human Per- 
fon] for both fignifie but the fame Thing ; which being 
thus laid down, asa Thing certain and confefled, I Ar- 
sue thus: If the Soul and Body in Conjun@ion confti- 
tute the Perfon of a Man, then'the-Soul in fuch a Con- 
junction is not aPerfon. But the former is true, and 
therefore the latter muft be fotoo. The Propofition is 
proved thus: Nothing which, together with the Body, 
Conttitutes a Perfon, ts, or can be it felfa Perfon. For if 
it be, then the Body muft be joyned to it, either by be- 
ing affumed into the Perfonal Subfiftence of the Soul, as 
the Human Nature of Chrift is afumed into the Per- 
fonal Subfiftence of the r0>7@.. Whereupon the Compo- 
ftion and Conftitution of a Man, will be an Hypoftatick 
Union between Soul and Body: which, I fuppofe, no 
body will be either fo bold or abfurd, as to affirm ; all 
Divines accounting an vf per nec Union fo peculiar to 
Chrift’s Perfon, as not to be admitted in any other Per- 
fox or-Being whatfoever. (Foran Hypoftatick Union, and 
an Hypoftatick Compofitton, viz. Such an one as makes a 
Compound Hypottafis , are quite different things: and 
this Author fhall in due time be taught fo much, ifhe has 
any thing to obje€t againft it.) Or, Secondly, 
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Secondly, The Body muft be joyned with the Soul, 
asone part, joyntly concurring with another, to the 
Compofition of the whole Perfon. And if fo, then the 
Soul being a Pert,cannot poffibly be a Perfon.Forafmuch 
as a Part isan Incomplete Being, and therefore, in the ve- 

Nature of it, being defigned for the Completion of 
omething elfe, muft fubfift in and by the Subfiftence of 
the whole. But a Perfon umports the moft complete 
Degree and Mode of Being, as Subfifting wholly by it 
felf, and not in or by any other, either as a Subject of 
Inherence or Dependence. So that it is a dire€t Con- 
tradi€tion to the very Definition and Nature of the 
Thing, for the fame Being to bea Part and a Peron too. 
And confequently that which makes the Soul the former, 
does irrefragably prove it not to be the other. 

Befides, if the Soul in the Compofition of a Man’s 
perfon, were an entire perfon it felf, and, as fuch, con- 
curred with the Body towards the Conftitution of the 
Man ; then a Man would be an Imperfeét, Accidental, 
and not a Perfect, Natural Compound. He would be 
that which Philofophy calls Usum per Accidens, that is, 
a thing made up of two fuch Beings, as cannot perfectly 
coalefce and unite into.ove, Fora Complete Being (as 
every Perfon effentially is) having received the utmolft 
degree of Subfiftence, which its Nature can give it, if 
it comes afterward to be compounded with another Be- 
ing, whether Complete, or Incomplete, it muft necef- 
farily make fuch a loofe, unnatural Union and Compo- 
fition. But to affert, That the perfon ofa Man is fucha 
Compound, would be exploded by all who underftood 
any thing of Natural Philofophy. So that it would bea 
very idle thing to attempt any further Confutation of it. 
Let this Asthor overthrow thefe Reafonings, and fup- 
port. his Affertion again{t them if he can. 

L, 2 But 
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But having thus difproved the Perfonality of the Soul 
while in Conjunction with the Body, I go on to difprove 
it alfo while ina ftate of Separation from it: Which I 
do thus. If the Sou/ in fuch a ftate be a Perfon, then tt is 
either the fame Perfon, which the Maz himfelf was, 
while he was living and in the Body; or it is another 
Perfon: Butto Affert either of them, is extreamly Ab- 
furd, and therefore equally Abfurd, That the So/ in 
fuch a ftate fhould be a Perfo. 


And Firft, It is Abfurd to affirm it to be the fame: 
Perfon. Fora Perfon compounded of Soul and Body, asa 


Man is, and a fimple uncompounded Perfon, as the Soul ( if 
a Perfon at all) muft needs be, can never be numerical- 


ly oneand the fame. For that, differing from one an- 
other as Simple and Compound, they differ as two things, 
whereof one implies a Contradiction and Negation of 


the other. A Compound, as fuch, including in it feve- 


ral parts compounding it. And a fimple Being utterly 
excluding all Parts and Compofition. So that if a Man, 
while alive, be one Perfox, and his Sou/ after his Death 
be a a too , it is impoffible for the Sow/ to be one 
and the fame che! bg with the Maz. | 
And then for the other part of the Désjuxction. ‘Fo 
Afert, That they are two diftinét Perfozs, is as Abfurd 


as the other, as drawing after it this Confequence, viz. 
That it is one Perfor who lives well or él in this World, 


to wit, the Man Him/elf while he was perfonally in the 


‘Body; and another Perfon, who pafles out of the Body 


into Heavenor Hell, there to be rewarded, or punifh- 
ed, (at leaft till the Refurre€tion)) for what that other — 
Perfonhad done well or ill here upon Earth. And does 
not this look mightily agreeable to all the Principles of 
Reafox and Divinity’? Neverthelefs fo much is — 

at 
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That wherefoever there are two diftinG Perfons, we 
do, and muft by all the Rules of Grammar and Logick , 
fay, That one of them is not the other ; and, where one 
is not the other, we cannot in Truth or Juttice fay, 
That one ought to account for what wasdone, or not 
done by the other. But then, if it be intolerably Ab- 
furd, (as no doubt it is,) That the Sos/ in the other 
World fhould not be refpponfible for what the Mazz him- 
fe in Perfon had done in this, then it is altogether as 
Abfurd and Intolerable, for any one to repreftnt and 
{peak of thefe Things under fuch Terms and Notions, 
as muft sey ho a all Difcourfe and Reafoning 
about them, into Paradox and Confujion. 

But ’tis needlefs to infiftany longer upon a thing fo 
clear, or to add any other Arguments in fo plaina Cafe. 
And indeed to nie, the Soud’s thus changing its ftate for- 
wards and backwards, from one manner of Subfiftence to 
another, looks very odd and unnatural. As, that from 
an Incomplete ftate.in the Boay,it Should pafs toa Perfozal 
and ei hi out of the Body, ( which ftate. is yet 
preternatural to it) and then fall back into an Incomplete 
frate again by its re-union to the Body at the Refurrecti- 
on (which yet, one would think, fhould rather improve 
our principal parts, in all refpects, not merely relating to 
the Animal Life; as the bare Subfiftence of them, I am 
fure, does not.) Thefe things, I fay, {cem very uncouth 
and improbable, and. fuch as ought not, without mani- 
feft Neceflity; tobe allowed of; which here does not 
appear ; fince al this Inconvenience may be.avoided, by 
holding, That the Soul continues but 4 Part of the whole 
Perfon,and no more, in all its Conditions. 

And thus having proved our Affertion again{t the 
Perfowality of tne Soul, Whether ia the Body, or eat of it; 
let us now fee what may be oppoled! to it. P 

And 
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And here, I fuppofe, fome will object, That the Sos 
ina ftate of Separation, is not properly a Part, foraf- 
much as it exifts not in any Compound, not goes to the 
Compofition of ic. TowhichIan{wer, That an Actual 
Inexiftence in a Compound, is not the onely Condition 
which makes a —— a Part, but its Effential Relation 
to a Compound ; which Relation is founded partly upon 
its Original Defignation, and partly upon its Natural Ap- 
titude to be an Ingredient in the-Conftitution of a Com- 


pound. Andthis Relation to the Compound, Y affirm the 


Soul to retain, even while it ts feparated from it ; as is 
evident from what both Philofophers and Divines hold 
concerning: the Sox/, viz. ‘That even in its Separation 
and Disjunction from the Body, it yet retains a ftrong 
Appetite and Inclination ( as well asan Effential Apti- 
tude) to return and be re-united to it: Which Re-union 
alfo we know will be effected at the great and laft Day. 

But you will fay, Doés not the Scripture, in Heb. 12. 
23. {peaking of Bleffed Souls in a ftate of Separation 
from the Body, callthem, The Spirits of Fuft Men made 
perfect, Tirdiugan HS aptoy mlerAawp Quer; And if thofe 
Juft Men were made Perfeé#, muft it not have been in 
refpett of the Perfection of their Souls, fince their Bodées 
were then rotting, or (rather) rotten under Ground P 
And if they derived this Perfection from their Sox/s, 
mult not their Sou/s have been eminently perfect them- 
felves, which rendred them fo? And if perfect, can we 
deny them the Perfection of Perfonality, ( which as we 
have fhewn) in Rational Beings, carries init the great- 
eft Natural Perfection ? 


To all which IT Anfwer, That the Perfeéfion here 
{poken of, is not Natural, but Sxpernatural; and relates 
only to the Confummation of their Graces,and not to the 

manner 
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manner of their Swbfffence. Which being the only 
Thing now in difpute, this Scripture, which fpeaks 
only of the former, can make nothing at all to the pre- 
fent Purpofe. . : | 

‘Having thus evinced, that the Soul, notwithftand- 
ing its Self-Confciou/ne/s is neither during its Conjun@i- 
on with the eg & nor its Separation from it, properly 
a Perfon; and having withal fhewn the grounds and 
Reafons upon which I conclude it impoffible to -be fo, I 
fhall however think it worth while fomething more par- 
ticularly to examine (asI promifed) this Author’s ex- 


traordinary and peculiar Notions of Perfon and Perfonas 


“ity, as he applies them to the Soul, even while it is 
joined with the Body alfo. And firft inthe 268th Page, 
he difcourfes. of it in this manner. . Al the Sufferings 
(fays he) and Actions of the Body, are attributed to the 
Man, though the Soul isthe Perfon, becaufe it is the Superi- 
our and Governing Power, and Conftitutes the Perform. 
Thefe are his words, and they contain a very pleafant 
way of arguing, though wholly contrary to the coms 
mon, known Rules of Phélofophy. ° For according ‘to 
thefe, one would, and muft have concluded, That for 
this very Reafon,T hat all the Actions and Sufferings of the 
Body (and he ought to have added of the Soul too) are 
aferibed to the Man, therefore the Man himfelf, to whom. 
thefe Perfonal Aéts are afcribed , muft indeed be the 
Perfon, and that for the fame reafon alfo, the Soul can- 
not be fo. But our Author has a way of Reafoning by 
himfelf. For (fayshe) The Soul is the Perfou, becasfe 
tt Conftitutes the Perfon. But for that very Caufe.,. fay.f, 
The Soul is not the Perfon. For whatfoever Conftitutes 
a Perfon, muft-do it either efficiently ‘or formally. That 
is, either -as a hires 5 producing it,, or a Principle 
compounding it. As for che firft way, en Con- 
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{titutes 4 perfon efficiently, muft do it either by Creati- 
on, or Generation 3 but this the Soul (as much a Sype- 
riour Power # it is) isnot able todo. For will any one 
fay, That the Soul can either Create or Generate the 
Perfon, or (to {peak more plainly} the Man who is the 
Perfon? And then, for the other way, by which it may 
be faid to Conftitute a Perfon, to wit, formal). This 
it,canido no otherwife than as it isa Con/tituent Part, and 
therefore only as'a Partial, and nota Total Adequate 
Caufe of the Conftitution. That is, in-other words, 
the Soul, asthe Form, muft concur with the Body as 
the Matter, to the Conftitution of the whole Perfon of 
the Man. But then for that very Reafon again, the 
Soul:cannot. poffibly be a Perfon , fince it contributes:to 
the Conftitution of the Perfon only as a Part ;: which, 
by reafon of its Incomplete Being, can upon no Principle 


ef Philofophy bea Perfox, And I would fain have this 


profound Philofopher give me.but one allowed Inftance, 
where one Perfon is the conftituent Principle of ano- 
- -But to examine the forementioned Affertion yet more 
particularly, fince this Man fo peremptorily fays, Thar 
the Soul is the Perfon, becaufe it #s the Superiour Power and 
Conftitutes the Perfon. 1 mufttell him, That the Supe 
rviour Power is. not therefore the .fole Power, and confe- 
ge cannot folely Conftitute the Perfon, which yet 
this Author pretends it does. If indeed he had faid,. 
That the Soul as the Superiour Power bears the chief and 
principal part in the Conftitution of a Perfon, this had 
been fence, but by no means fufficient for his purpofe 5. 
for ftill this would not ‘prove the Soul to.bea Perfon, 
(which he contends for) but on the contrary , by pro-. 
ving it to concur thereto only as a Part, demontftrate it,. 
upon the fame Account, not to bea Perfo7. | ‘ 
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But this is not all, for in Page 169. hecallsthe Mind 
of Man a Perfon, and thus Difcourfes about it. Fa 
culties, ({ays he) Vertues and Powers have Perfonal Acts 
and Offices afcribed to them only upon the Account of their 


Unity and Samenefs with the mind in which they are, which 


is a Perfox, and Acts by them. Now this alfo is ve 
odd and ftrange (could any thing in this Author, which 
is odd, be strange too;) For the thing Afferted by him 
amounts to neither more nor lefs than this, That Powers, 
Faculties, and Vertues have perfonal Atsa{cribed tothem 
upon the account of their Unity and Samenefs with that, 
which it felf neither is, nor can be a Perfon ; as we have 
abundantly proved, That the Mizd of Man, (taking it 
in his fenfe for the Sou/) cannot be. And for his further 
Conviétion, I could tell him of fomething which has 
perfonal A&ts very remarkably afcribed to it ; and yet 
neither for being it felfa Per fon, nor for its Uzity and 
Samenefs with the Mind, in which it is, and which 
fometimes acts by it. And that, if he pleafes to turn 
to 1 Corinth. 13. he will find to be that notable Grace 
and Virtue, called Charity; which, being but an Aceé- 
dent, I believe, that even this Author himfelf will not 
affirm to bea Perfox; and, Iam fure, as little can be 
{aid for any Uzity or Samenefs that it has with the Miud, 
which it is lodgedin : Since, ee it fhould be utter- 
y loft, the Mind would neverthelefs retain all the EG 
entials ofa Mind, and continue as truly a Mind, as it 
was before: Which, Ithink, is but an ill Areument of 
any Uvty or Samenefs between the Mind and that ; and 
this being indubitably true, allthat this Author here di- 
{courfes about perfonal Adts being afcribed to the Mind, 
and about their Idewtity with the Mind, as the ReafMn 
of it, is with equal miftake and impertinence alledsed 
by him in thiscafe. For he might and {lould heve 
NI know.’, 
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known, That perfonal A&ts are often afcribed to Facul- 
ties, Vertues, andGraces, not in ftri&t propriety of Phi- 
lofophical {peaking, but Tropically and F | saa 6 b 
a Figure (which he fhall hear further of hereafter) Rs 
led Profopopeia; which reprefents Things, that are not 
Perfons, {peaking and doing as if they were fo. 

But befides this, there are heretwo Things which. 
this Author takes for granted, which yet fuch dull Mor- 
tals as my felf will be apt a little to demurr to. 

As Firft, That he takes the Afind and the Soul of Man 
for one and the fame thing; whereas very Learned 
Men, both Grammarians and Philofophers hold, That in 
Men there is a great difference between Azimus and A- 
yim2; and that as Anima imports the Spiritual Sub- 


tance which we call the Soul, fo Avimus fignifies only 


a Power or Faculty, vz. The Supreme IntelleCtual, 
Reafoning, Governing Faculty of the Soul, or at Ieaft, 


the Soui it {elf confidered, as exerting the forementrion-. 


ed AGts. But whether it be one or the other, we have 
fufficiently proved again{t this Author, That neither of 

them can bea Perfon. | | 
The other Thing here fuppofed by him, is the Usity 
or Samenefs of the Powers or Faculties of the Soul, with- 
the Soul it felf; which yet the Perspatetsch; generally, 
and moft of the School-men with Thomas Aquinas inthe: 
Head of them do pofitively deny, and think they give 
very good Reafon for fuch their Denial. For if Sub-. 
{tances and Accidents are Beings really diftin&, and if 
Qualities be Accidents, and the Powers and Faculties of 
the Soul come under the fecond Species of Quality, as 
Ariftotle reckons them, then it is manifeft, that they are 
really diftinguifhed, and that there 1s no Identity be- 
tween them. Nor does there want a further Reafon 
for the fame, For, fince the bare Substance or Effence of 
_ the 
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the Soul, confidered nakedly in it felf, may rationally 
be fuppofed undetermined, and therefore Indifferent to 
all thofe As or A€tions that naturally proceed from it ; 
and fince withal, bare Objects can of themfelves neither 
enable nor difpofe the Agent to exert any Action, there 
feems a N wag of aflerting the Intervention of fome 
Third Thing diftiné&t from both, which may thus ena- 
ble, difpofe, and determine the Soul to exert it felf in 
fuch a particular way of ating rather than another, fur 


tably to the feveral Objects which fhall come before it 5 


which thing is properly that Quality refiding in the 
Soul, which we call a Faculty or Power. And this tome 
feems the true Philofophy of the matter. But I need 
not here prefs the Decifion of the Cafe one way or 0- 
ther ; as not are | affeting the Point in debate be- 
tweenus. Only I thought fit to fuggeft thefe Remarks, 
to check this Author’s bold unwary way of dictating and 
affirming in things difputable ioe dubious, and to re- 
mind him how much it becomes and concerns one that 
writes Controverfies, to be more liberal in his Proofs, 
and lefs lavifh in his Aifertions. 

But before I quit this Point about the Perfonality of the 
Soul ; fince this Author has fo abfolutely and exprefly 
affirmed, That the Soul, or Linc of Man tsa Perfon, and 
given this for the Reafon of it, That being the Supertcar 
Governing Power in Man, it does, asfuch, Conflitate the 
Per fox ; over and above the Arcuinents which have been 
already brought for the Confutation of it, I defire to 
leave with him two or three Queitions, which {cem na- 
turally to rife from this Wonderful Pofition. As, 


Firft, Whether the Sox/, or Mind of Man be one Pers 
fon, and the Man himfelf Azother ? 
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Secondly, Whether the afferting of the Sozl to be « 
Perfon, becaufe it Conftitutes the Perfon, does not infer 
fo much, viz. That the Soul is the Perfon that Conftitutes, 
and the Man the Perfon that is Conftituted ; unlefs we wilk 
fay, That the Soul Conftitutes it felf a Perfon? And 
then, 

Thirdly, Whether to fay, or aflert this, does not in- 
fer Two diftin Perfonalities in the {ame Sox, one in or- 
der of Nature before the other, vz. That, by which it 


_ isit felf formally a Perfon, and that other, which vt its 


Conftituting it felf a Perfon, is Conftituted and caufed by 
at? 

But fince it is too hard a Task to drain any one Ab- 
furdity (efpecially a very great one) fo, as to draw 


forth and reprefent all its naturally defcending Con- 


fequences, I defire the Author with the utrmoft (ifIm- 
partial) ftri€tnefs to compare the foregoing Queftions 
with his own Affertion and to fee, Firft, Whether they 
do not dire€tly {pring from it: And next, Whether the 
Matter couched under the faid Queftions, if drawn out 
into fo many Pofitive Propofitions, would not afford as 
many Intolerable Defiances to Common Senfe, Reafon 
and Philofophy. But thus it is, when Men will be 
ple at Thirty, and fcarce Thinking till Three- 
core. 

But to proceed and fhew, That it is not only the Soul, 
or Alind of Man which our Author dignifies with the 
Name and Nature of a Perfon ; but that he has almoft 
as free an hand in making every thing he meets with a 
Perfon, as K. Charles the Second had in making almoft e- 
very Perfoahe met with, a Kyight; (So that it was ve- 
ry dange:ous for any one who had an Averfion to 
Kmghthocd, to come ta his way,) our Author, out of 
the like Over-flowing Communicative Goodnefs and Li- 
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berality, is gracioufly pleafed, to take even the Bea/?? 
themfélves into the Rank and Order of Perfons ; in fome 
imitation, I fuppofe, of the Difcreet and Humble Catigu- 
la, fo famous in Hiftory for making his Horfe Con/ul. 
And for this, Let us caft our Eyes upon Page 262. where 
he has thefe words, worthy (é# fempiternam rei memo- 
viam) to be wrote in Letters of Gold. 4 Beaft (fays he) 
whica has no Rationa! Soul, but only an Animal Life (as 4 
Man has together witn an Humane Soul) ts a Perfon, or 
Suppofitum, or what jou will pleafe to cal ir. But, by 
your favour, Good Sir, the Matter is not fo indi‘terent ; 
for Perfon and Suppofitum, are by no means che fame 
Thing; and I pity you with all my heart, that you 
fhould think fo. For any fingle Complete Nature aQtu- 
ally fubfifting by it felf, is properly a Suppofitum, but 
not therefore a Perfon. For as Sabfi/tence fuperadded to 
Nature, Conftitutes a Sappofitum, fo Rationality added to 
Suppofitality, Conftitutes a Perfoz; which is therefore 
properly defined Suppofitum Rationale, or Intelligens, as 
we have fufficiently {hewn already in our Second Chap- 
ter: Sothat tocalla Beat a Palen is all one as to call 
it a Rational Brute: Whichthis Author, who can fo ea- 
fily reconcile ContradiCtions, or (which may ferve him 
as well) fwallow them, may do, if he pleafes; and fo 
frand alone by himfelf inthis, as wellas (he fays) he had 
done in fome other Things. But others, who think 
themfelves obliged to ufe Philofophical Terms only as 
Philofophers intended them, dare not venture to {peak 
thus, for fear Ari/forle {hould bring an Action of Battery 
again{t them; whocertainly has 2 Pate to break as well 
as Prifcian, and is as fenfible of hard ufage, how pati- 
ently foever he his took it hitherto at this Author’s 
hands. But to give the faid Avthor his due, he is not 
fo much 4 Slave to his word, as to {peak the fame Thing 

in 
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in all places of his Book. For, to quotehis own Autho- 
rity (though of little value, but when brought againft 
himfelf) in page 62. of this very Tract, he has thefe 
words. A Perfon (fayshe) and an Intelligent Subftance 
are Reciprocal Terms. And, are they foe Why, how 
then comes a Beaft, in page 26g. to be 4 Perfon? Is a 
Beaft an Intelligent Sabftance ? Or, cana Bea/t bea Per- 
fon, and yet not an Intelligent Subjtance, when he affirms, 


“That they are Terms Reciprocal? If I have not quoted 


this Author fairly and juftly, let the Advantage be his, 
andthe fhame mine. But if I have, chen let all the 
Learned and Impartial World (which I appeal to) 
judge, whether one who talks thus Ignorantly and Self- 
ContradiGtioufly about the Nature of a Perfor, be fit to 
prefcribe to the whole Church New Terms and Models 
never heard of before, to explicate the Perfons of the 
Sacred Trinity by. But the Truth is, the diftance be- 
tween the 69. and the 262. pages, was fo great, and the 
Contradi€tions which paffed within that compafs fo Nu- 
merous, that how grofs and bulky foever this one might 
be, yet with the help of a little = luck, ic might 
well efcape the Author’s Eye in fucha Crowd. And 


perhaps, it had been never the worfe luck for the Au» 


thor Himfelf, if it could as eafily have efcaped the Rea~ 


der’s Eye too. 


And now, to fum up in fhort, the Chief Heads of 


‘what has been treated of in this Chapter, I have proved 


againftthis Author, That Se/f-Con/czon/nefs is not the 
formal Reafon of Perfonality in Created Beings. And 
that firft by an Argument drawn from the very Nature 
of the Thing ; For that, Se/f-Con/cioufnefs prefuppofes 
Perfonality, and therefore cannot be the formal Reafon 
of it, Asalfo from two Notable Inftances, One of the 
Humanity, or Humane Nature of Chrift. The other 

of 
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of the Soul of Man in its {tate of Separation from the 
Body : Both of which I have fhewn to be perfectly 
Self-C or Be of all the Internal Aéts, Motions and Paf- 
fions re{peCtively belonging to each of them; and yet 
that they were, neither ofthem, Perfons. And purfu- 
ant to this Subject, I have, by clear, and folid Rea- 
fons overthrown the pretended Perfonality of the Soul, 
both in a ftate of Conjunction with the Body, and of 
Disjunction from it ; which in both is afferted by this 
Author, And Laftly, I have examined his Abfurd Un- 
philofophical Affertions about thefe Matters; in one 
whereof he afcribes a Perfonality evento Beafts them- 
felves. By all which, it is but too manifeft againft this 
Affuming big-talking Man, that as loftily as he carries 
it, yetin very Deed and Truth he does not underftand 


what thofe Terms Suppofitum and Subjiftence, Perfon and. 


Perfonality mean. So fit is he (as I have faid) to treat 


of the Divine Perfons of the God-head; whom yet he has. 


made fo bold with. 


And here I fhould judge it high time to conclude this 


Chapter; but that, methinks, it is pity to leave this 
fine Trim Notion of Self-Conftionfuefs fo 

king a little further View of the Curious Artifice and 
admirable Contrivance of fo rarea production. For if 
it were not fuch, could this Author vaunt of it at fuch 
a rate as he does, pleafing himfelf, and proclaming his 


"Eupnxa, gipnxa, as upon an Invention ( forfooth ) 
which all Antiquity before him could never yet reach. 


to? 


Neverthelefs to deal clearly and plainly amongft — 


Friends, fucha Cheating, Lurching thing does this Ex- 
pectation ufually prove, that after all thefe Pompous 
Shews, and Glorious Boafts of Se//Confcioufaef, Self- 
Confctoufneff, ufhered in with twenty Exncomium’s (at. 


Jeaft) 


; without ta-: 
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leaft) like fo many Heralds, or Tip-f{taves, or (rather) 
Teomen of the Guard, marching before it ; yet, in Truth, 
after all this noife, it is, (like an Owl {tripp’d of its Fea- 
thers) but a very Mean, Meagre, Ordinary :Thing ; 
being, in down-right Terms, neither more nor lefs than 
only one Property of 4 Rational, or Intelligent Being ; by 
vertue whereof, the Soul is (as the Schools exprefs it) 
Supra fe Reflextva, that is tofay, Able by a Reflex A& 
of Knowledge, intimately to know and confider it felf, 
and its own Being, together with its own A&ts,Motions, 
and Operations. This is the Sum Total of the Matter, 
and all that Sedf-Confcioufneff is, or can truly pretend 
to be. 

And, (which is yet a further Diminution to it) as 
poor and mean a Notion as it is, it is Borrowed too. But 
you will fay, From whom? Why ? Even from Honeft 
Des Cartes, and his Cogitoergo Jum. Only with this un- 
happy difference in the Application of it, That this Pro- 
pofition, which Des Cartes lays as the Bafis and Ground- 
work of his Philofophy, our Author places with its 
Heelsupwards in his Divinity. For whereas Des Cartes 
infifts upon Cogitaticz, se | to prove and infer Being, 
as one would prove a Caufe from its Effects, or rather 
an Antecedert from its Confequent: Our Author, on 
the contrary, makes Cocstation the very Caufe and Prin- 
ciple of Being and Subfiftence, by making it the formal 
Conitituent Reafon of Perfonality in the Perfon who 
Thinks, or Reflects; than which nothing can be more 
falfe, anc ridiculous. 

And this, accordiag to the Trueft, and moft Philofo- 
phical Account of the Thing, 1s the very utmoft which 
this New, @ id fo much brage’d of Notion amounts to. 
And I do heicepon Challenge this Author to prove thefe 
two Ihings it jie can. 

Firft, 


™ Fa OC. O NS SE OO ee ee ee mm em ee 


es NOE O—i<i AA BN CF 


CHAPTER III. 


Firft, That the Self-Confcioufuefs hitherto {poken of 
by him is any Thing more than a bare Property of an 
Intelligent Being, whereby it reflects upon it felf, and 
its own Thoughts and Actions. — 

And inthenext place, That fucha Property does, or 
can Conftitute the Being or Nature which it flows from, 
and belongs to, properly 2 Perfon. 

Thefe two things, I fay, I call upon him to prove; 
andif he doesnot by dint of Argument make them good, 
he expofes a poor, fencelefs, infant Hypothefis to the 
wide World, and then very unmercifully leaves it to 
fhift for itfelf. Infine, I cannot but again and again 
own my Amazement at the Confidence of fome bold 
prefuming Men, who fet up for Enlightners of the 
Church, and new Modellers of Divinity in the ftrength 
of fome odd upftart Notions, which yet are not ableto 
acquit, orfupport themfelves xporx,and much lefs againft 
the very firft Elements and Principlesof a long tryed 
and never yet baffled Philofophy, : 


N CHAP. 
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In which is proved againft this Author, That neither 
is Self-Confcioufnels the formal Reafon of 

~ Perfonality i the three Perfons of the Bleffed 

' Trinity, nor Mutual-Confcioufnels the Rea- 
fon of their Unity in one and the fame Na- 
ture. 


HAs thus examined, and (as Jthink) over- 
4 thrown our Author's Notion of Self-Con/cioufne fs, 
with reference to Created and Finite Perfons, I fhall 
now proceed to the Confideration of whathe fays of it 
with reference tothe three Perfons in the Glorious God- 
head. And this I fhall do under thefe following 
Heads , which fhall be the Subjects of five diftiné 
Chapters. As | 


Firft, I fhall treat of his two new Notions, vz. of 
Self-Confcionfnefs, and Mutual-Confcioufnefs, and thew, 
That Self-Confcioufnefsisnot the formal Reafon of Perfo- 
nality mm the three Divine Ferfons, nor Mutual-Confcionf- 
nefs, the Reafon of their Unity in one and the fame Na- 
ture. And this we have here allotted for the bufinefs 
and Subject of this 4th Chapter. 


Secondly, Ifhall prove, That the Three Divine Fer- 
fons of the Godhead, are not Three Diftin, Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits in the 5th Chapter.. 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly,I fhall Confider, what this Author pretends 
to fromthe Authority of the Fathers and School-men,in 
behalf of his New invented Hypothefis, and fhew, That 
they {peak nothing at all for it, or towards it: And this 
fhall make the 6th and 7th Chapters. 


Fourthly, I fhall fet down the Ancient and generally 
received Dodtrine of the Church andSchools concerning 
the Articleof the Trinity, and Vindicate it from this 
Author's Exceptions, in the 8th Chapter. ° 


And whenI fhall have difcuffed and gone over thefe 


oo 


Particulars, I cannot imagine what can be found Confi- © 


derable in thishis Book (fo far as I have undertook it) 
but what will have received hereby a fulland fufficient 
An{wer. 

- Though, whenallis done, IconfefsI have fome fur- 
ther Complements to make to this Author upon {ome o- 
ther Accounts (though ftill occafioned by this Work of 
his) which, Ifhould be extremely wanting both tohim 
and the Caufe now before me, fhould I not, ‘with all 
due Addrefs, pafsuponhim. And this willadd three 
or four Chapters moreto the former, and foconélude 
this Work. 


And Firft, To begin with the firft of thefe, I fhall 
endeavour to prove, That Self~Confcioufnefs is not the 
fornal Reafon of Ferfonality in the Three Divine Ler- 
Sons. 

In order to which, I fhall premife and lay down 
thefe following Cou/rderations. 


Confideration 1. That although the Divine Nature 
be one Pure, Simple, Indivifible A@, yet in our Con- 
N 2 cept 
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ceptionsofit (which are alwaysinadequate to it) there- 
is a Natural Order of Privs and Pofterims founded inthe 

UniverfalReafon of Things (according.to which, the 

Conception of one Thing preftrppofes, and depends 

upon the Conceptien of another) which, though it can 

make no Privs or Pofterins inthe Divine Nature, yetis. 
by no means to-becontradicted, or confounded in our 

difcourfing of Gods forafmuch as without our admit-. 
ting this Rule it is impoflible for any Humane Under- 

f{tanding eithertoConceive, or Difcourfe confiftently,. 
ar intelligibly of. Him at all. 


Confideration 2. (Which, I think, affordsus a Rule 
{fafely and univerfally to:be relied upon) isthis, That 
in Thingshaving a dependence between them, where 
wemay form toour felvesa clear and diftin& Conce— 
ption of one Thing, without implying, or involving in: 
it the Conception of any other Thing, there that Thing 
is in Order of Nature precedent to all thofe Things 
which are not effentially included in the Conception of 
it. Thus, for inftance, we may have a clear and di-- 
{tin& Conceptien of Eztity and Being, and of Uxitytoo,. 
without entertaining in our Mind, at the fame time, any 
Notion, or Conception of kvowledge at-all 5 and there-. 
fore the Ratio Entitativa, of any Thing muft needs in: 
Nature precede the Ratio. Cognitiva, as wellas Cognofci-. 
bslis. of the fame.. a 


Confideration 3. We muft diftinguifh between the . 
Affections, or Modes of Being ( asthey are ftrictly fo. 
called) and between the Attributes of it. The firft fort 


_ arereckoned of the fame Order with Being it felf, and 


fo precede whatfoever is confequentuponit, asthe At~ 
tribuzesof itare accounted to bes. which relate to the 


Being 
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t Being or Subje& they belong to, as things in Order of 
th Nature [offerior to it. Accordingly in the firft rank 
be are Exiftence, Subjfiftence, Terfonality, &c. and inthe fe- 
a cond are all Adts iffuing from a Nature, or SubjeG fo Sub- 
¢ fitting ; whether they be of Kzowledge, Volition, Power, 


Duration, orthelike: The Denominations derived from 


ve 
18 which, are properly called Attributes. 
| se 
oi Confideration 4, Though there can beno Accidents 
rt inhering inGod, yet theremay be Accidental Predicati- 
| ons belonging to him. And I call thofe Accidental, 
whichare not Neceffary, or Effential. Such as are all 
R Extrinfecal Denominations of him founded on fuch Acs 
7 of God, as were perfedly free forhimtodo, or notto 
7 do; nothing inthe Divine Nature obliging him thereto. 
| ~ Of which number are the [exominations, or Fredicates 
~ of Creatour, Redeemer, andthe like: Sincethere was 
: nothing in God that made it neceflary for him to be fo. 
if Confiderations. When the Terms [ Canfé, Formal 
ye Reafon, Conftituent, or productive Principle, and the like ] 
di are ufed about the Divine Nature, and Perfons, they are. 
x not tobe underftood as applicable to them inthe {trict 
is and. proper fignification of the faid Terms, but only by 
er way of Analogy 3 as really meaning nomore thanaCau-- 
si fal, or Neceflary Dependence of one Notion, or Con- 
i ceptus obje&ivws upon another 5 fo that it is impoffible 
for the Mind to Conceive diftindly of theone, butas 
| depending upon, or proceeding from the other. 
rh _ Confideration 6.. ‘That the Divine Nature may with 
it all fair Accord tothe Rules of Divinity and Philofophy 
iD be Confidered as Frefcinding, or Abftrading (though not - 
i as divided) from the Divine [erfons. . 
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Confideration 7. ‘That whatfoever is Effentially in- 
cluded in the Divine Nature thus Confidered, is equal- 
Jy Common and Communicable to all the Divize Per- 


fons. 


Confer ation 8. That whatfoever is the proper For- 
nal Reafon of Perfonality, 1sutterly Incommunicable to 
any Thing, or Perfon beyond, or befde the Perfon to 


whom it belongs. 


Confideration 9. That for any Abfolute Perfection ef 
fentially included,orimplyed inthe Divine Nature to be 
multiplyedinthe Three Perfors belonging toit, isa mani- 
feft Multiplication of the Divine Nature it felf in the 
faid Perfous. By which we are givento underftand the 
difference between the Multiplication, andthe Communi- 
cation of the Divine Nature tothofe Perfons. 


Thefe Rules, Ithought fit to draw up and lay down 
before-hand, in order tothe ufe which we fhall have of 
them inthe enfuing Difputation. 

And fol proceed to my Arguments againft this Au- 
thor’s New Notion of Se/f-Confcioufnefs, with reference 
to the Perfons of the Bleed Trinity. And the Firft is 
This: | | _ 


Argument 1. No Perfonal A& can be the formal Rea- 
fon of Perfonalityin the Perfox, whofe A& it is. But 
Self-Confcioufuefs isa Perfonal A&, and therefore Self 
Confcioufuefs cannot be the formal Reafon of Perfonality 
inthe Perfow, whofe Actit is, andtowhom perfoally it 
belongs. The Minor, I fuppofe, neither our Author 
Himielf, nor any one clfe, candeny. For if Se/fCov- 
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_fcionfnefs be not a Perfonal A&, let any one aflign what 


elfe it is,or what it ought to pafs for.It is certainly anAct 
of Knowledge, by which each. Perfor knows and com- 
prehendshimfelf, and whatfoever belongsto him. The 
Major Propofition therefore isto be proved, vz. That 
no be Adi can be the formal Reafon of Per/fozality 
in the Perfon whofe Actit is. And I prove itthus: The 


- formal Reafonofevery Thing, is in order of Nature, be- 


forethe Thing of whichit isthe formal Reafon 3 but no 


Perfonal Aéis, inorder of Nature, before the Perfona- 


lity of the Perfox whofe Act it is, and therefore it can- 
not bethe formal Reafon of his Perfowality. The Major 
is Self-evident. And as for the Minor, That no Perfo- 
nal Actis before the Perfonality of the Perfor whofe A& 
itis; Thisalfo is manifeft, Becaufefiich an Act cannot 
be before the Perfo himfelf, and therefore not before 
his Perfonality: For as muchas his Perfovality is that by 
which he is formally a Perfox 5 fothatitis impoflible to 
be before the one without being before the other too. 
And now, that it cannot be before the Fer fox himf{clf, is 
manifeft from hence, that as every Ferfoval A& in ge- 
neral bears a Relation of Fofferiority to the Ferfox to 
whom it belongs, asto the Caufe or Produdive Princt- 
ple of all the A“ts proceeding from Him; fo. this parti- 
cular Act of Self-Con fcionfnefs, bearsa ‘Treble Relation 
of Pofteriority to the Perfon whofe AG it 1s, v7z. as to 
the Agent or Principle producing it. 2. Asto the d#d- 
je Recipient of it, and fuftaining it. And Thirdly and 


Laftly, Asto the Odjedé which it istermmated to. . All. 


which Refpe %s it fultains, not barely asit is an A %,bue 
partly as it is an Immanent AG, and partly alfoa Kefiex 
ig ; 


In the firft place therefore, every Perfoz being the 
Agent, or Produétive Caufe of all the perfowal As ifiu- 
| Ing. 
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ing from Him, he muft upon that Account, in Order of 
Nature, precede the faid Ads 5 and confequently every 
Divine Perfor muftin Nature be before that A& of Self 
Con{cioufuefs, which perfonally belongs to him.And more- 

over finceit is likewife an Immanent AQ, it relatesto 

him, as the Subje in which it is, aswell as the Caufe from 

which it is, and uponthat Accountalfo, muft bear a Na- 
tural Pofteriority to Him. And then laftly, as it is alfo 

a Reflex AZ, by which the Perfox knows himfelf tobe 

a Perfon, and is Con{cious to Himfelf, what he is, and 

what he does, it terminates upon him as its Obje@ alfo. 

So thatthe Canfe, the Subje#, and the Objef of this A& 

being the fame Per/ov,in this laft refpe:t, no lefS than 

inthe two former, it bears another and third Relation 

of Pofteriority toHim; fince every A&, not productive 

of fomething befides, and without the Agent, is in 
Order of Nature Fofferior to the Obje# it terminates 
upon. 

From all which I conclude, That that Ad of Self - 
Confcioufnefs, by which each Divine Perfon knows, or is 
Confcious to Himfelf of his own Perfozality, cannot be 
the Formal Reafon of the faid Perfonality, without being, 
in Order of Nature, both before it, and after it too, viz. 
Before it, asit isthe Formal Reafon of it, and yet Fofte- 
rior toit, asitis an A@ procceding from, lodged and re- 
cervedin, andlaftly, Terminated upon the fame Perfon. 

All which is fo very plain, that hardly can any Thing 
be plainer: And indeed, the very word Sel/f-Confcion/- 
nefs contradiasand overthrows its being the groszd, or 
Formal Reafon of Perfonality. For ftill Self muft be 
before Confcioufnefs3 and Self imports Perfonality 3 as 
being that, by which a Perfoz is faid to be, what he is 5 
and they both ftand united in this one Word, as the A& 
and the Obje, and thercfore Con/cioufnefs cannot be the 
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Reafon of #. Or to exprefs the fame Thing by other 
Terms, Self-Subfjtence muft precede Self-Concionfnefs, 
and Self-Subjiftence here implys Perfonalitys and there- 
fore Perfonality, upon the fame Account, mult in‘Na-- 
ture precede Ser ~Confcioufuefs,and confequently cannot 
be the formal Effed, or Refult of it. For, furely, ac- 
cording to the moft Effential Order of Things, 2 Ferfon- 
muft be what he is, before he can kuow what he is, : 
~* And this ‘Argument, I confe&, being founded upoft 
the Friority of Svbfftence toall Ads, and particularly to 
thofe of kvowledge 1n every Perfon Self-Confcious, does, 
and muft Univerfally run through all Inftances, in which 
Perfonality and Self-Conjcioxfnefs, with reference to one 
another, come tobe treated of-- And as it affects Self- 
Confcionjiefs, {oit will equally take place int Mutival-Com 
What Allowances are tobe here made for the abfo- 
liite Simplicity, Eternity, and Pure Acuality of the Di- 
vine Nature and Perfons (when thefe Notions aré ap- 
plyed to them) wehave already obferved, in the firft 
of thofe Preliminary Confiderations mentioned in this 
Chapter. The proper ufé and defign of all which No- 
tions, istolead, guide, and dire@ our Apprehenfions 
about that Great Objed, fomuchtoo big for our Nar- 
row Faculties; fo that w hatfoever contradias the Natu- 
ralOrder of thefe Apprehenfions ought upon no ground 
of Reafonto be admitted in our Difcourfes of the’ Di- 
wine Nature, how much foever it may and does tran- 
fcend the faid Apprehenfions, And this muft be allow- 
‘ed us, or we muft fink under the vaft Difproportion of 
the thing before us, and ‘hot difcourf€ of jt’at. all, For 
I cannot think, that the Word Self-Conjcionfue > has 
brought the Dezty oné jot lower, to iis, ‘or’ raifed our 
Underitandings one degree higher‘ahd hearer to that. 
oe oe Argument 


97 


98: 


tuiinadverfion’, ‘Bees. 


Da ae, Cs = 
“'\ Argument I.. MySecond: Argument dgaintt Self-Cor-. 
Jiotfiest being the Formal Reafoz of Pérfowality inthé 
Divine *Perfon:, is this :. Nothing in’the. Nature of ‘it 
Abfolute and Irrelative canbe the Formal Reafon of Pér;. 
fener inthe Perfons of the Blefed Trinity; but Self- 
onfcioufnefs isinthe Nature of it Abjolute aid Irrelative 3 
and therefore it cannot be the Reafon of perforality in 
fay of. the faid Perfons, 
* ‘Now the Major Propdfition is proved thus. Nothing 
in. the Nature of it Abfolute can be the Formal Reafon 
of any Thing inthe Nature of it purely and perfectly 
ni ba But the Perfovality of every one of the Di- . 
vine Perfonsis putely and pagar hig roth + And there: 
fore Nothing Adbjfolate can be t tG. Formal Conftituent. 
Reafon of their Perfonality., The Major Of which $yl-. 
logifm isalfo manifeft. For Things Eflentially differént, 
and thereby uncapable of being affirmed oF ohé anothet, . 
cantiot poflibly be the For#:alRedjon of oné another:And, . 
that the Perfonsin the Bleed Trisity are purely Relative 
to one another, and confequently, that their Perfonalt- - 
ties are fomany Relations, is io lel evident frém this, 


- That Two of thernrelate to one another, ‘as Father and - 


“on, and the Third ee proceeding frorn Both’s . 
and it is impoffible for one ‘Thing to prdcced from ano- . 
ther, efpecially by 4 Continual Att of Proceffion, with- - 
out Importing a Relation to that from whichit fo San : 
ceeds; fothatthe very perfowal Subjiftence of thefe Per- . 
fous inyplys and carries in it ‘a Fornral Relation. . For - 
‘the Father Subfifts perfonatly asa Father, by that Eter- 
nal Communication. of his Nature to his Sons. which 
AG, as.proceeding fromhim, is called Generation, an 

‘renders him Formally a Fathers and as Terminated jn 
the Son, 1s ‘calted Filation, and Conftitutes him For- . 
| mally . 
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er. ee ee ee a at Dt 
‘mally aSon 5 and in like manner the Holy Ghoft Sub- 

Yitts perforialy by that'A& of Proceffion, by “which he 
‘proceeds from, and relates to both the Father'and the 
Son. So that, that proper Mode: of Sabjiftence (by which 
jnConjun&tion with the Divine Byfence alwaywinelided 
init, each ofthemisrendred a Perfor) is wholly Rela- 
tive, and fo belongsto ohe of themn, that it alfo béarsa - 
Neceflary reference to another. _ From all which, it 
undeniably follows, That the Three Perfors iu eT 
fed Trinity, areinthe Forinal Conttitution-of them Re- 
Jative to one another 5 and. confequently, ‘That the 
Three Perfonalities, by which they become ‘Formally 
‘Three: Perfoxs, and arefo deno inated, dre Three Pier. 
nal Relations: (| tae 
-.. But now, for the Minor Propofition inthe firft SyHo- 
gift, viz. That Sel Contin nefs 8 a’ Thing'in the N»- 
ture of it Abfolute and Irre . 


s 
¢ 


ative,that, Y think,cad need but 
‘little Proof; ‘it being that Act by which each Per/ozin- 
‘timately knows, and isConfciousto‘himfelf of hisown 
‘Being, Atts, ‘Motions, and every ‘Thitiy perfor Hy *Bé- 
dotiging tohim; fo that; asfuch, ‘it terminates within, 
dnd looks no further than that one Perfow; whom itis an 
‘Entire Survey and‘Comprehenfion of. And asit is an 
Abfolute and Irrelative Term,foit may be Conceived d+ 
“ftindly and fully, without Conceiving, orimplying the 
eConception of any, Thing, or Péfon befides.”! Apid 
‘now, what Relation doés or ‘cah ‘fach'an'A't of Sef 
-Confcionfnefs imply in ‘it ?, It is indecd onthe contrary, 
‘a-dire& Contradiion to alithatis Relative. For it 
anclofes the‘ Perfoz whdlly within “himfelf; neichér 
ity oe 
TINCT) 
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_. it be here faid,. That. each Perfan, by an Aa& of 
 Self-Confcionfuefs, mtimately knows the Relation which 
che ftands in to the other Two Perfons... 
,. (Fo this, I Anfwer Two Things... 0-0 sy, 


, Ww That toknowaThing or Perfon to be Relative,.or 
tobe Confciousof the Relation belonging to it or him, 
_does not make.that At of Knowledge to be either. a 

Relation, orofaRelativeNature. ss 
. .2. I Anfwer,: That this yery Thing proves Self-Con- 
_[evonfzefs not tobe the Conftituent Reafon of Perfonality. 
For, if the Father knowshimfelf to bea Father by an 
Agtof son i itisevident, ‘That Self-Con/ci-. 
aufnefs did notmake. him fo-. bue that he was a Father, 
.and had the Relation of 4 Father, and thereby a Perfo- 
nality belonging to him as fuch, in Orderof Nature An- 
tecedent tothis AQ of. Self-Con/cionfiefs 5. and therefore 
‘that this Self-Can/cionfzefs cannot be the. Reafon of the 
Relation,nor of the Perfonalityimplyed init. Forafmuch 
“as it isin feveralrefpects Pofterior tothe Perfon whom 
_it belongsto,asin the feregoing Argument.we have abun- 

dantly fhewn. | | 
But to take.a particular and diftin& Account of this 
Notion, in the feveral Perfoxs ot the Trinity; Does 
the Father become a Father by being Confcious to himfelf, 
that heisfo, or rather by that A@& by. which he Com- 
municates his. Nature to, and thereby generates a Son? 
Or does.the Sov’s Relation to-the Father confiftin his be- 
ing Confcious to binfelf of this. Relation? Or Laftly, 
does the Holy Gholt proceed from the Father and the Sox, 
and fo perfonally relate to both by that A4t of Self-Confc7- 
oufnefs, by which he is Confcious to himfelf of this Pro-. 
ceffion? All this is Abfurd, Onnatural,and Impoffible. For 
no 
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no Perfon is related to another by that A“t of Self-Cox- 
_fcioufnefs, by which he knows and reflects Perfonally up- 
onhimfelf. And yet it tscertain, That tobe a Father, is 
a Relative Subjiftence, and to be a Son depending upon 
the Father by an Eternal A@t of Generation perpetu- 
ally begetting him, isalfo to have a Relative Subjiftence s 
and laftly, to be Eternally proceeding from Both, as the 
Holy Ghoft is, muft likewife import @ !Vay or Mode of 
Subjefting altogether-as Relatrve asthe Two former. In 
which three ways of Subjjftezce confift the Perfonalitiés 
‘of the Three Perfons refpefively 5 and upon thefe Se/f- 
Confcionfnefs can have no Conftitutirig Influence at all; 
as beingan Act quite of another Nature; towit, Abfe- 
‘bute and Irrelative,and refting wholly within the Perfon, 
whom it belongs to. i ee | 
From all which, I conclude, That Self-Confcioufuels 
neither is, norcan be the Formal Reafon of Ferfonality 
in the Three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity. And this 
Argument Itaketo have the force and clearnef+ of a De- 
monltration. . : 


Argument I. The Third Argument is this. If Self 
Confcioufuess be the Fornral Reafon of Perfonality in the 
Three Divine Terfoxs, then there is no Repugnancy-in 
the Nature and‘ Reafon ofthe Thing it felf, butthat there 
might be Three Thoufand Perfonsin the Deity as well 
as Three. Butthis is Abfard, and thereforefo mutft 
that be likewife from which itfollows. The Confequence 
appears from this, That there is no Repugnancy but 
that there might befo many Self-Confcioufneffes, or Self. 
-Confcious Minds or Spirits, for the Deityto Communicate 
it felfto; And therefore, if SelfConfcionfnefs be the 
Formal Reafon of Perfonality, there 1s noRepugnancy, 
but that there might be Three Tloufand Perfonsin the 
God-head, as well as Three... The. 
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” The Propofition is proved thus. Becaufe this Repug- 


nancy. (ifthere beany) muft be either fromthe Ng- 


ture of Self-Confcionfnefs, in the feveral Self-Confcious 
Minds or Spirits it belongsto, or fromthe Nature of the 
God-bead, whichis-to.be Communicated toathem, Byt 


.it.is from neither of them, (For 


., ‘Firft,thereis nothing inthe Nature of Self-Cax/cionfnefs 
to hinderits Multiplication into never.fo great a Num- 


ber of Particulars; -but that there may be Three Thou- 


fand, .or Three Millions of Self-Cox/cions Minds or Spi- 
-rits,as wellas Three. Nor, in the next place, isthere any 
-Repugnancy on the Part of theGod-head, That Three 
Thonfand Self-Confciows Spirits fhould fubfittin it any 


more thanthat Three fhould:For theGodkcad confidered 
precifely and abftractedly in it felf, Cand not as aéhaally 


“included in any -Perfon) is as able to: Communicate it 
felf to the greateft Number as tothe finalleft. 


If itbe here faid, That the Three Perfoxs.are not on- 
ly Three Self-Confcions Spirits, but alfo Three di- 
{tin& Infinite Self-Confcious Spirits, ( as our Author 
fays they are, and of which, more inthe next Chapter.) 


‘JAnfwer, That there maybe as well Three Thoufand 
. diftin® Infinite Spirits as Three. For Infinity is as much 
. inconfiftent with the leaft Plurality of Infinites, as with 


the greateft 3 and therefore if it be no Repugnancy,that 
there fhould be Three diftin& Infinite Minds, neither is 


: therethat there fhould be Three Thoufand. So that if 
 Self-Confeioufnefs be the Formal Reafon of Fer foxality, 


there appears no Repugnancy either from the Nature.of 


_ Self-Confcioufiefs, orthe Number of the Sp7rits endued 


withit, nor from the [fuppofed]. Infinity of the faid 


_ Spirits, nonor yet from the Nature of the God-head. it 


felf, butthat there might be Three Thoufand Fer/owsin 


. tas well as Three. 


_, But 


CHAPTER IV. 

- ‘But liow then comes there to be only Three? ‘Why; 
npon-thefe grounds no other Reafon can be affigned for 
it, but only that it was God's fe: Determination that 
there fhould be Three and.no more. ‘And then the [77 
hity of Perfons mut be an Effeét of God’s Will, and not 
a. Neceffary Condition of the Divine ‘Nature; and the 
ferther Confequence of this muftbe, that the three Pers 

vs are Thiee Created Beings, as ptoceeding from the 
free Refults of God's Will, by vertue whereof they 


equally might, or might not havebeen. ~ 
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But onthe contrary our Author himfelf holds Page 


129. line 13. That the Three Ferfons are Effential to the 
Divine Nature, and {o Effential to it, that they necef- 


farily’belong to it in this. number ,. azdéas. be neither 
more nor fewer -thaw Three. . And if this be fo, Tam 
fare itis: a ContradiGion that it fhould be otherwile: for. 
it is aContradiction, that it fhould not be,. which ne- - 


ceffarily 1s; and cannot but be. Butnow I have proved, 


that there isno Reptignancy or Contradiction to the Na » 


ture of Things confidered barely according to their Nu- 
ture, that three thouland SefConfcions Minds ot Spirits 
fhould fabGitt in the Godbead any more than that three 


firch Spirits fhould fofubfift. And thereforeif it be Abe - 
furd, and Impoflible, (as undoubtedly it is}. that fo 
many. Ferjdns fhould delatig to the Divine Nature; ‘then 


mint the Reafon of this Abfurdity be fetched from fonre 


other Thing, than either frot Self-Confcionfiefs, with : 


reference to the Dieiae Nature, or from the Divine 


Nature, Cconfidered in it- felf-abftraétedly from alll» 
AGtial Perfonalitys' ) fot thefe, as we have fhewn, » 
afford no fafficiertt Proof of. this: Abfurdity. - ‘And © 


therefore, I fay, fome other ‘Reafox mutt -be-found 


out, and affigned again{tit. And accordingly, let this: - 


Author produce fuch ah one. (whatforver it be) a 


sfhall : 
folidly - 
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{olidly and: conclufively prove, That there cannot be 
Three Thoufand sy gre Ferfons belonging to the 
Gedhead, and that frofn the Nature of the Thing it (elf 
(as feveral fuch Reafonrs may be brought) and I will un- 
dertake to him to prove, bythe very fame Rea/on and 
Argument as Conclufively, That Self-Con/cionfie/s isnot, 
cannot be the Formal Rea fon of Perfonalityin the Three 
Divine Perfons of the Trinity. Inthe mean time, b 
that kind of Arguing, which jscalled Deduéfio ad Ab- 
furdum, Thave fufficiently difproved it, by fhewing 
what an Intolerable Abfurdity muft follow the Affert- 
mgt ae 4 bs a 


Argument WV.. The Fourth and Laft Argument thall 
proceed thus. If Three diftin® Self-Concioufueffes For- 
mally ConftituteThree diftin& Per/fozalities,then Three 

— daftin Self-Complacencies will Conftitute Three diftin? 
Perfonalities too. But our Author, Ifuppofe, will not 
allow of the latter, and therefore neither ought he to 
affert the former. a 7 
:. The Confequenceis plain. Becaufe there is no Rea- 
fon alleagable (according to our Author’s Hypothefis) 
why Self-Complacency may not found a Perfonality as 
well as SelfConfciopfiefs. . Sane og tose eee. 

, For they are both of them equally diftin® Internal 
Adts 1a the Perfon whom they belongto; and astothe 
Formal Effect of each, an Act of Self-Complacency feems 
to have the Preheminence;fince it isa greater Perfe tion 
to be Onited toan Infinite Good,that is, to the Deity,by 
way of Loveand Adhefion, than barely by way of know- 
ledge and Intelle@ion.. And Self-Complacencyisthe for- 
mer, whereas Self:Con/cioufne/s rsfes no higher thanthe 
latter. And confequently fince Self-Complacency is the 
more Perfe@ive AQ of the two (knowledge of good 
So being 
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‘being ftillin order to the Love of it) and fince withall 

Perfonality isthe moft perfect way of Swbfjting, which 
any Nature iscapable of, it feems moft rational to derive 
the perfecteft way of Sub/ftence, belonging toan Feted/i- 
gent Being, from the moft Perfedive A& of that Beizg 5 if 
trom any A@ at all. 

And now if this Author fhould Obje&, That Self 
Complacency, isin Order of Nature Subfequent to Self 
Confcionfuefs; and ‘{o, that there cannot be the fame 
ground tomaket the Formal Reafon of Perfonality, that 
there is, to make Self-Confcioufnefs fo. 

I Anfwer, That, accordingtomy Principle, where- 
by I deny Self-Confcionfnefs tobe the Reafox of Perfone- 
lity, becaufe it is poftnate to Self Subfftence,it is,indeed, 
a good Reafon; but according to our Author's Hypo- 
thefis, itisnoneat all. For if the Priority of Self-Sub- 
fiftence to Self-Confcionfnefs (according to him) hinders 
not but that Self-Confcioufnefs may neverthelefs be the 
Principle or Reafon of Perfonality, why fhould the pre- 
cedency of Self-Confcioufnefs to SelfComplacency, hinder 
Self-Complacency from being as proper a Reafon or Princi- 
ple to found Perfonality upon, as the other. 

All this I alledge only as az Argument ad Hominem 5 
and defire this Author to confider, if any one fhould 
borrow fome of that Boldnefs of him, by which he dif- 
fents from all Antiquity, and confidently averr, That 
Self-Complacency is the Proper P shesoug Reafon of Ferfonali- 
tyin each andevery one of the Divine Perfons,I would have 
him, I fay, confider by what Reafon or Argument, 
confiftent with his New Opinion he could Confute this 
other New Affertion. 

For my own part, finceIthinkas much may be {aid 
for the one as forthe other, I am ready to fet up for 
Self-Complacency againtt his Self-Confcionfuefs, when he 

P plea- 
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pleafes 3 and willundertake to give as. good Reafons for 
my Notion, as hecan for his, and perhapsbetter 5 let 
him beginand enter intothe Difpute, as foonas he will. 
And as I fhall oppofe my Self-Complacency tohis Self-Con-. 
fcionfnefs, fo Tfhall find out a Mutual-Complacency to Vye 
again{t his Mautual-Confcioufuefs too. And if any one 
fhould here objet, That this and the like Difputesare 
of that Nature, that the World isnot liketo be much 
Edified by them; I, perhaps, think fo as much as he: 
But that is no great matter;{mce.our Author is of fo very 
Benign a Temper, That he doesnot always Write only 
for the Reader's Edification, but fometimes for bis Diver-. 
fron too. 
Having thus given my Reafons againft this Author's. 
New Notion of Self-Confcionfnefs, both with reference 
to Perfons Create and Uncreate, and proved, That it. 
neither is, norcan be the Formal Reafox of Perfonality 
in either of them - I fhall now pafs to his other New. 
Notion of Mutual-Confcioufnefs; whereby thofe Perfoxs, 
who were diftinguifhed from one another by their re-. 
{pective Self-Confcionfneffes, are United and made one in 
Nature by vertue of this MutualConfcionfuefs. Con-. 
cerning which Notion alfo, I mutt profefs my felf in the 
number of thofe who are by no means fatisfied with it,. 
as of any fuch peculiar Efficacy tothe ufe.and purpofeit . 
is here brought for. . 
And there are fufficient Reafons againftit. In giving - 
of which, as I muft acknowledge, That that one Con- 
fideration of the Priority of Being (whether Effentially, 
or Perfonally confidered) together with the firft Modes 
and Affections of it, toany A& of Kwowledge Attributa- 
ble to the faid Beiwg, is the Fandamental Principle upon 
which I impugn this Author’s New Hypothefiss fo it 
doesand muft CasThave noted) runthroughall, or 
moft 
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‘moft of the parts of this Difputation, both about Se/f 


Confcioufuefs and Mutual-Confcionfrefs too. And ac- 
cordingly, in the firft place I Argueagainft it thus. 


Argune nt 1.NoAd of Kxowledge can be theForm«lRea- 
for of anUnity of Naturein thePerfors of theBleffed Tri- 
nity: But anAck of Mutual-Confciou{nefs,isanAc ot Kxor- 
a Ale Andthereforeno Act of Mutual-Confcionfuefs can 
bethe Formal Reafon ofan Unity of Nature inthe Three 

Divine Perfens. The MajorI prove thus. -Every Ad 
of Kuowledge fuppofesthe Oxity of a Thing, or Beizg 
from which that A& flows, as Antecedent to it, and 
therefore cannotbe the Formal Reafon of the faid Bevng. 
For ftill I affirm, that Beizg, and confequently Oxity of 
Being (which is the firft Affection of it) muftin Order — 
of Nature precede Kxowledge, and all other the like At- 
tributesof Beimg. Andif fo, no Attribute Subfequent 
toa Thing, canbe the Formal Reafon of that Thing, 
whichit is thus, in Orderof Nature, Subfequent to. 
For neither can Ommifcience it felf Cone of the greateft 
and moft acknowledged Attributes of the Divine Na. 
ow} be faid tobe the Reafon either of the Beizg, or of 
the Onity of the faid Nature: And. therefore neither can 
any Ad of Kuowledge whatfoever be fo. This is my firit 
Argument, which I think fufficient fairly to propofe, 
without any farther Amplification. | 


Arguizent I. If Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Ferfons be the Caufe, Reafon, or Principle of Mutial- 
Confcion fiefs in the faid Perfons, then their Mutual- 
C onfeioufuefs is not the Caufe or Reafon of the Unity of 
their Natwre : Butthe formeristrue, and:therefore the 
latter Is {0 too. 


iP? 7 "As 
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As for the Confequence of the Major Propofition, it: 
is as evident, as, that Nothing can be. the Caufe and. 
Effect of the fame Thing. a : 

And for the Minor, That Unity of Nature, or Effence 
in the Divine | erfons is the Canfe, Resfow, or Frinciple of 
Mutual-Confcionfnefs, 1s proved from this, That we cai 
no otherwite conceive of Mutual-Conftionfiefs, than as 
of an Effential Property equally belonging to all the 
Three-Ferfoas: And alt Properties, or Internal Attri- 
butes, are accqunted toiflue and refult from-the Effence 
or. Nature of the Things which they belong to; and. 
therefore camhave no Antecedent Caufal Influx upon the. 

~ faid Nature, fo.as to Conftitute either the Being, orthe 
Qnity thereof. Butthe Divize Nature or Effence being - 
one. and the fame inall the Three-Perfozs, there is, upon 
this-Account, oneand the fame Kzowledge inthem alfo. 
And they-are not ove ix Nature, by vertue of their My-. 

_ tual-Con|cionfnefs sbut they are therefore Mutually Con/ci-. 
ows, becaufe the perfe Unity and Identity of their Nar 
ture,makes them fo. Andto Affert the contrary, isof 
the like import ({ftill allowing for the Difproportion of. 
an Infinite and Finite Nature) as if we fhould make Ri- 
fbility i1aMan, the Principle of bis Individuation, and 
affirm, That /eter’s having this Property, isthat which | 
Conftitutes him this particular Individual:Mans; which 
is egregioully abfurd in all-the Philofophy I ever yet - 
met with, whatfoever itmay be inthis Author's, . 


Argument I. To affirm Mutual-Con{cioufuefs to be 
the Caufe of the Oxion of the Three Divine Ferfoxs,n 
the fame Nature, isto confound the Uiox and Commn-.- 
nion of. the faid Perfors together: But fuch aconfufion. 
ought by nomeansto be allowed of: and therefore nei- 
ther ought that to be Afferted, from whence it follows. . 


Now.. 
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Now certain itis, Thatall Acsof feveral Perfons up- 
on one another(as all that are Mutval muft needs be)are 
properly Adts of Communion, by which the faid Perfons 
have an Intercourfe amongft themfelves,as ating inter- 
changeably one upon the other. But then, no doubt, 
both their Effence and Ferfonality, muft {till go before 
this Mutual-Confcionfnefs, fince the Three ‘erforws muft 
needs be really one in Nature before they can know 
themfelvestobe fo. And therefore Uzion of Kuowledge 
(as I think ie faa may properly be called) 
e;nnot givean Union of Nature. Itmay indeed fuppofe 
it, it may refult from it, and upon the fame Account 
may infer and prove it, butit can never give or caufc it, 
nor be that Thing or A&, wherein an Oxity of Nature 
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does properly confift, whatfoever this Author Afferts - 
“ 


to the contrary. 7 


But the Truth is, all that he has faid both of Self- 
Cofcionfirefs and Mutual-Confeionfnefs (and he has no ° 


more than faid it, as never offering at the Proof of any 


Thing) is founded in a manifeft Perverfion of that Na- - | 


tural Order, inwhich Humane Reafon Conceives and 


Difcéurfes of Things: Which Order : (to give an In-— 
{tance of it inour difcourfing of any particular Perfon, | 


or Complete Being) proceeds by thefe fteps. Firft we 
conceive of this Perfon as poffefied of a certain Efence 


or Nature Conftituting or rendring him what he is. . 


Then we conceive of this Nature # ove, which ts the 


firft Affection refulting from Beimg. Afterthts we con- - 
fider: this Beiwg, as ftepping forth, or exerting it felfin™ 


fome A&s, whether of Intelledion, Volition, Power, or 


thelike. In which whole procefs‘the Order of: thefe — 


Conceptions isfuch,: That-it cannot, with any Accord 
to Reafon, betranfpofed, fo as to have the fecond or 
third put into the place of the firft... | 


But. 


. 
‘ 


r 
» 
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But now let us fee how contrary to this Order our 
Author’s Hypothefis proceeds. For whereas Nature or 
Being fhould be frft, Onity next, and the Ads iffuing 
from thence obtain the Third place, and then thofe Aas 
ftand in their due Order amongft themfelves. This 
Author, onthe contrary, makes Mutwal-Con/cioufuef, 
whichis by two Degrees,or Removes pofterior to Unity 
of Nature (inthe Perfons whom it belongs to) to be 


the Caufe or Formal Reafon of the faid Onity. For firft 


Schf-Confcionfire/sis pofterior to this Oxity, and then Mu- 
tual-Confciouf{nefsis pofterior to ae ag Hise 5 as be- 
ing an A&t fuperveninguponit. For Mutual-Con{ciouf- 
nefsis that AG by which each Perfox comprehends, or 
is Confcious of the Self-Con/cioufuefs of the othertwos 
and therefore muft needs prefuppofethem, asthe Act 
muft needs doits Obje#. And therefore to make (as 
this Author does) ile pee ieee the Conftituent 
Reafon of the @w#ity of the Three Perfozs, when this 
Unity is by two degrees, in Order of Nature, before it, 
runs fo plainly counter to all the Methods of true Rea- 
foning, that it would be but time loft to purfue it with 
any further Confutation. 


ArgumentlV Our 4th and laft Argument proceeds equal- 


ly againft Mutuwal-Confcioufuefs and Self-Confcionfnefs toas 
andis taken from that known Maxime in Philofophy, 
That Entities, or Beings, are not tobe multiplied withont 
manifelt Neceffity: That is, we are nottoadmit of New 
Things, nor to coin new Notions, where fuch as are 
knownand long received are fufficient to give usa true 
and full Account of the Nature of the Things we di- 
{courfe of, and to anfwerallthe Endsand Purpofes of 
Argumentation. _ 


Accordingly 


— 
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Accordingly I affirm, That the Notions of Mutual- 
Confcioufuefs and Self-Confcionfnefs in the Subje& now be- 
fore us ought to be rejected not only as New and Sufpi- 
cious, but as wholly Needlefs. For what can be figni- 
fied by thofe, which 1s not fully, clearly, and abundant- 
ly fignified by that one plain Word, and known Attri- 
bute, the Divine Omnifcience ? And what are Mutual- 
Confcioufuefs and Self-Confcionfuefs elfe (if they are any 
thing) but one andthe fame O~zifcience exerting it felf 
feveral ways, andupon feveral Objeds? As to apply it 
to the Matter before us 5 does not every one ofthe D/- 
vine Perfons, by vertue of the Divine Nature, and of 


JIT 


this Ovni fcience thefewith belonging to him, Perfectly, | 


Intimately , and Intirely know himfelf as .a Perfow, 
and allthe A#iozs, Motions, and every thing elfe be- 


longing to him ? No doubt he does; for that other- - 


wife he could not. be Ovwifcient... And does not. the 


fame Perfon again, by the very fame Ovnifcience, know - 


all that is known by the other Two Perfons, and the o- 


ther Two Perfoxs by the fame Mutually know all that . 


is: known by him’? No doubtthey may and do: Foraf- 
much as Omnifcience knows allthingsthat are knowable, 


and confequently allthat is orcan be known of, or in - 


any one or allof the Divine Perfons joyntly or feverally 
confidered. . 


But to argue the Matter yet more particularly. Er 
ther Self-Confcionfnefs and Mutual-Confcioufnefs are one 


and the fame with the Divine Ovenifcience, or they are 
diftinct forts of knowledge from it. If they are the 


fame, thenthey are ufelefs and fupeifluous Notions, as . 


we affirm they are; but if they import diftinét 


forts of knowledge, then thefe. two Things will.fol- - 


law. ° 


#.: That . 
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1. That inevery one of the Divine Perfons there are 
three diftina forts of Kzowledge, viz. AKnowledge of 
Omnifcience, a Knowledge of Self-Confcionfuefs, and a 
Knowledge of Mutual-Confcioufnefs too; which,I think, 
is very abfurd and ridiculous. 

9. And inthe next place: If we affirm them to be 
diftin& forts of Knowledge from that of Omnifcience, 
thenthey muftalfo have Objeds diftin® from, and not 

included inthe Obje@ of Omnifcience 3 fince all fuch dif- 
ference, either of fortsor Acts of Knowledge is found- 
ed upon the difference of their Odjes. But this is im- 
poffible ; fince the Obje& of Omnifcience comprehends in 
itall that is knowable 5 and confequently if Mutwal- 
Confcionfnefs and Self-Confcionfuefs have Objeds diftin& 
from, and not included in the Object of Omnifcience, 
thofe Objes muft be fomething that is not knowable; 
for that Omnifcience (as we have fhewn) claims all that 
is knowable, or poflible to be known, for its own Obje&. 
From all which it follows, That Self-Confcion/nefs and 
Mutual-Confcionfnefs confidered as diftiné fromOmzifci- 
ence are two empty Chimerical Words, without any 
diftin& Senfe, or Signification. 

Inaword, Every Perfon in the Irizity, by oneand 
the fame Act of Omnifcience, knows all the Internal 
Aéts, Motions, and Relations proper both to himfelf, 
and tothe other Two Perfonsbefides. Andiffo, what 
imployment or ufe can there be for Self-Confcioufnefs, or 
MautualConfcionfuefs, which Omnifcience (that takesin 
the Objects of both) has not fully anfwered and dif- 
charged already ? | 

If it behere faid, That Omzi{cience cannot give Per- 
fonality; forafmuch asthe Perfonality of each Per fox di- 
ftinguifhes him from the othertwo; which Omnifcience 
(being commontothem all) cannotdo. ThisI grant, 

and 
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‘and own it impoflible for any Thing Effentially involved 
an the Divine Nature, to give a Perfonal Dittin@ion to 
any of the Three Ferfoxs 5 but then I add alfo, That 
we have equally proved, that neither was Self-Confciou/- 
nefs, the Formal Reafon of this Perfonal DiftinSion, by 
feveral Arguments 5 and more efpecially, becaufe that 
SelfConfcionfuefs being a Thing Abfoluteand Irrelative, 
could not be the FormalReafon of any thing intheNature 
of it perfely Relattve, asthe Divine Perfons certainly 
are. For this is a received Maxime in the Schools, with 
reference to the Divine Nature and Perfons, Repugnat in 
Divinis dari Abfolutum Incommunicabile, Greg. de Valen. 
1 Tom. p. 874. And it is a fure Rule, whereby we 
may diftinguifh in every one of the Divine Perfons, 
what is Effential, from what is Perfozal. For every At- 
tribute that is Abfolute, is Communicable, and confe- 
quently Effential, and every one that is purely Relative, 
is Incommunicable, andtherefore purely Perfonal, and 
{fo éconverfo: Upon which Account Self-Con/cion{nefs, 
which isa Thing Abfolute and Irrelative, cannot be In- 
communicable, nor confequently the Formal Reafoxz of 
Perfonality in any of the Perfons of the Bleed Trinity; 
as we have already at large demonttrated. 

So that {till our Affertion {tands good, Thatall that 
can be truly afcribed to Self-Confcionfnefs and Mutual- 
Confcionfnefs with reference to the Divine Nature and 
Per fons, may be fully and fairly accounted for fromthat 
one known Attribute, the Divine Omnifcience. And 
therefore, that there Is no ufe at all either of the Term 
Self-Con{cioufnefs or Mutual-Confcioufnefs, to contribute 
tothe plainer or fuller Explication ofthe Bleffed Trinity 
as this Author, with great flufter of Oftentation pre- 
tends, but has not yet by fo muchasone folid Argument 


proved. 
Q But 
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Bar when confider how wonderfully pleafed the Man: 
rwiththefe twonew-ftarted Terms fo high in found,and. 
foempty of fence,in{tead of one fubftantial word,which 
gives us all that can be pretended ufefulin them, with 
vatt overplusand advantage,and even {wallowsthem up, 
as Mofes’s Rod did thofe pitiful Tools of the Magicians 5, 
This (1 fay) bringstomy Mind ( whether! will or 

no) acertain Story of a Grave Perfon, who Ridingin. 
the Road with his Servant, and finding himfelf fome- 
thing uneafy in his Saddle, befpoke his Servant thus. 
John (fays he) a-light 5 and firft take off the Saddle that 
7s upon my Horfe, and then take off the Saddle that is upon 
your Horfes and when you have done this, put the Saddle 
that was upon my Horfe, upon your erfes and put the Sad- 
dle that was upon your Horfe upon my Horfe : Whereupon 
the Man, whohad not ftudied the Philofophy of Sad- 
dles (whether Ambling or Trotting) fo exadly, as his 
Mafter, replys fomething fhort upon him; Lord! Ma-. 
fier, What needs all thefe Words >? Could you not as well have 
faid, Let ws change Saddles? Now I muft confefs, I 
think the Servant was much in the rights though the. 
Mafter having 2 Rational Head of his own, and being 
withal willing to make the Notion of changing Saddles. 
more plain, eafre and intelligible, and to give a clearer 
Explication of that word, ( which his Fore-Fathers, 
how good Horfe-men foever they m'ght have been, yet 
were not equally happy in the explaining of.) was pleafed 
to fet it forth by that more full and accurate Circum- 
locution. 

And here itisnot unlikely but that this Author, who, 
with a {pight equally Maliciousand Ridiculous, has re-. 

See Chap: flected upon. one of his Antagonifts, and that for no 
eE  Caufe, or Provocation that appears (unlefsfor having 
Baftied him) may tax me alfo, as one Drolling upon 

oe Things 
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Things facred, for reprefenting the vanity of his Hy po- 
thefis by the forementioned Example and Comparifon. 
But I hope the World will give me leave to diftinguith 
between Things Sacred , and his Abfurd Phantaftick 
way of treating of them 3 which, I can, by no means 
look upon as Sacred, nor indeed any Thing clfe in his 
whole Book, but the bare Swbje it treats of, and the 
Scriptures there quoted by him.For tofpeak my thoughts 
plainly, I believe this Sacred Myftery of the Trinity, 
was never fo ridiculed and expofed to the Contempt of 
the Profane Scoffers at it, asit hasbeen by this New- 
fafhioned Defence of it. | | 

And fol difmifs histwo fomuch Admired Terms (by 
himfelf I mean) as in no degrce anfwering the Expe@- 
ationhe raifed of them. ForI cannot find, That they 
have either heightned or ftrength’ned Men's Intellectu- 
al Faculties, or caft a greater light and clearnefs upon 
that Object which has {fo long exercifed them 3 but that 
aTrinity in UnityisasMyf{teriousas ever and the Mind 
of Man as unable to grafp and comprehend it, as it . 
has been from the beginning of Chriftianity to thisday. 
Ina word, Self-Con/ciou/nefs and Mutual-Confcioufnefs have 
rendred nothing about the Divize Nature and t erfons, 
plainer, eafier, and more Intelligible 3 nor indeed, ‘after 
fuch a mighty {trefs fo irrationally laid upon two flight 
empty words, havethey made any thing (but the Au- 
thor himfelf) better underftood than it was before. 
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Ih which is proved againft this Author, That the 
Three Perfons of the Blefled Trinity, are 
not Three Diftinét Infinite Minds, or Spi- 


T being certain both from Philofophyand Religion,that 

] thereis but one only God,orGod-head,in which Chrifti- 
an Religionhas taughtus, That there are Three Perfons 5 
Many Eminent Profeffors of it have attempted to fhew, 
how one and the fame Nature might Subfift in Three 
Perfons, and how the faid Three Ferfoxs might meet in 
one, and make nomorethan one fimple, undivided Na- 
ture. It had been to be wifhed, I confefs,that Divines had 
refted inthe bareExpreflions delivered in Scripture con- 
cerning this Myftery, and ventured nofurther by any 
particular, and bold Explications of it. But fincethe 
Nature, or rather Humour of Man has been ftill too 
{trong for his Duty, and his Curiofity Cefpecially in 
things Sacred) been apt to carry him too far 5 thofe; 
however, have been all along the moft pardonable, who 
have ventured leaft, and proceeded upon the fureft 
grounds both of Scripture it felf, and of Reafon difcour-. 
fing upon it. And fuch I affirm the Ancient. Writers 
and Fathers of the Church, and after them the School-- 
mento have been 5 who with all their Faults (or rather. 
Infelicities, caufed by the Times and Circumftances. 
| they. 
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they lived in) are better Divines, and Soberer Reafon- 
ers than any of thofe Pert, Confident, Raw Men, who 
are much better at Defpifing and Carping atthem, than 
at Reading and Underftanding them: Though Wife 
Men Defpife nothing, but they will know it firft; and 
for that Caufe very rationally defpife them. 
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But among thofe, who leaving the Common Road of. 


the Church have took a By-way to themfelves, none 
(of late Yearsefpecially ) have ventured fo boldly and 
fo faras this Author 5 who pretending to be more happy 
(forfocth) iz bis Explication of this Myftery than all be- 
fore him (as who would not believe a Man in his own 
Commendation? ) and to give a more fatisfactory Ac- 
_count of this long received, and Revered Article by 
Terms perfectly New, and peculiarly hisown, has ad- 
variced quite different Notionsabout this Myftery, from 
any that our Church was ever yet acquainted with ; 
Affirming, (as he does) That the Three Perfons in the 
God. heal are Three Diftind Infinite Minds, or Spirits, as 
will appear from’the feveral places of his Book, where 
he declares his Thoughts upon this great Subject. As, 
Firft in Page 50. he fays, The Three Divine Perfons, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, are Three Infinite Minds 
really diftinE from each other. Again, in Page 66. The 
Perfons (fays he ) are perfetly diftinct 5 for they are 
Three diftindé and Infinite Minds, and therefore Three di- 
ftind Perfons :. For a Perfon is an Intelligent Beings and to 
fay, they are Three Divine Perfons, and not Three diftind 
Infinite Minds,is both Herefte and Nonfenfe. For which ex- 


traordinaryComplement paffed upon the whole Body of 


the Church of Ezgland, and perhapsall the Churchesof. 
Chriftendom befides, as have paid him part of my thanks 
already, fo I will not fail yet further to account with 


hum before I put an.end to thisChapter.. Inthe mean. 
| . time, | 
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time, he goes on, in Page 102. I plainly affert (fays 
he) That asthe Father is au Eternal and InfiniteMind, fo 
the Son is an Eternal and tnfinite Mind diftinE from the 
Father, and the Holy Gkofé isan Eternal and Infirite Mind 
diftinE both from Father and Son: Adding withall thefe 
words 3 Which (lays he) every Body can underfland with- 
out any skill in Logick, or Metapkyficks. And this, I con- 
fefs, ismott truly and feafonably remarked by him: For 
the want of this Qualification 1s fo far from being any 
hindrance in the Cafe mentioned, that I dare undertake, 
that nothing but want of ski// in Logick and Metaphyficks, 
can bring any Man living, who acknowledges the 777- 
nity,to own this Affertion. I need repeat no more of his 
Expreffions to this purpofe; thefe being fufficient to de- 
clare his. Opinion; fave only that in Page 119. where 
(he fays) That Three Minds, or Spirits, which have no 
other difference, are yet diftinguifh'd by Self-Confcioufnefs, 
and are Three diftin Spirits, And that other in Page 2 58. 
where {peaking of the Three Perfows, I grant (fays he) 
that they are Thre Holy Spirits. By the fame Token, 
that he there very Learnedly diftinguifhes between 
‘ Ghoft and Spirit, allowing the faid Three Perfons (as we 
have fhewn) to be Three Holy _— but at the fame 
time denying them to be 74ree Holy Ghojfts,and this with 
great {corn ofthofe who fhould hold,or {peak otherwife. 
. Towhich at prefent I fhall fay no more but this, That he 
would do wellto turn thefe two Propofitions into Greek, 
or Latin 5 and that will prefently thew him what diffe- 
rence and diftindction there is between a Ghoff and a Spi- 
rit,and why the very fame things which are affirmed of 
the one (notwithftanding the difference of thofe words 
in Exglifh) may not,with the fame Truth,be affirmed of 
the other alfo. But the Examination of this odd Affer- 
tion will fallin more naturally towards the latter end of 


this 
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this Chapter, where it fhall be particularly confi- 
dered. 

I have now fhewn this Author’s Judgment in the 
Point,and in oppofition to what he has fo boldly Affert- 
ed, and laiddown, I do here deny, That the Three Per- 
fons in the Bleffed Trinity,are Three diftind Infivite Minds 
or Three diftind Infinite Spirits. And to overthrow his 
Affertion, andevince the Truth of mine, I fhall trou- 
ble neither my Reader nor my felf, with many Argx- 
ments, But of thofe, whichI fhall make ufe of,the farft 


is this. 


Argument\. Three diftinE Infinite Minds, or Spirits, 
are Three diftintt Gods. 
| But the Three Ferfons of the Bleffed Trinity, are not 
I hree diftind Gods. 
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And therefore the Three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity, . 


are not three diftin Infinite Minds, or spirits. 


_ The Minor, I fuppofe, this Author will readily con- 
cur with mein; howbeit his Hypothefis (as fhall be 
fhewn) inthecertain Confequences of it Contraditts it, 
and, if it fhould ftand, would effectually overturn it. 
For by that he afferts a perfect 7ritheifme, though I 


have fo much Charity for him, as to believe, that he. 


does not know it. . 

The Major Propofition therefore isthat which muft 
be debated between us. This Author holds it in the 
Negative, and I in the Affirmative - and my Reafon for 
what I affirm, viz. That Three diftind Infinite Minds, 


or Spirits, are Three diftin Gods, isthis, That God and. 


Infinite Mind, or Spirit, are Terms Equipollent, and 
Convertible. God being truly and properly an Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit, andaxz Infinite Mind or Spirit. being as 


truly - 
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trulyand properly God. And to fhewthisConvertibi- 
lity and Commenturation between them yet further : 
Whatfoever may be afirmed or denied of theone, may 
with equal Truth andPropriety be affirmed or denied of 
the other. And to give an Inftance of this with refe- 
renceto the Three Perfous of the Bleffed Trinity; As it 
is true, that one and the fame God, or God-head is 


Common to, and Subfifts in all and every one of the | 


Three Perfons; fois ittrue, That one andthe fame Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit, 1s Common to, and Subfifts in 
the faid Three Perfows : And confequently, as it 1s falfe, 
That oneand the fame God, or God-head, by being Com- 
mon to, and Subfifting in the Three Perfons, be- 
comes Three Gods, or Three God-heads 5 fo 1s it equally 
falfe, That oneand the fame Infinite Mind, or Spirit, by 
being Common to, and Saree) in the faid 
Three Perfoxs, becomes Three Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 
This is clear Argumentation, and craves noMercy at 
our Author’s Hands. 

If it be here objected, That weallow of Three di- 
ftind Perfons in the God-head, of which every oneis Iu- 
fmite,without admitting them to be Three diftin@ Gods 5 
and therefore, why may wenotas wellallow of Three 
diftin# Infinite Minds or Spirits in the fame God-head 
without any neceflity of inferring from thence, That 
they are Three diftin&t Gods > 

I Anfwer, That the Cafe is very different, and the 
Reafon of the differenceis this, Becaufe Three Ixzfnite 

Minds, or Spiritsare Three Abfolute, Simple Beiwgs,or 
Effences,and fo ftand diftinguifhed from one another, by 
their whole Beizgs or Natures. But the Divine Perfons 
are Three Relatives, (or one fimple Beg, or Effence, 
under three diftin& Relations) and confequently differ 
from one another, not wholly, and by all that is in 

them, 
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them, but only by fome certain Mode, or refpe# peculiar 
to each, and upon that Account caufing their Diftin- 
&ion. And thereforeto Argue from a Perfon toa Spirit 
here is manifeftly Sophiftical, and that which iscalled, 
« Fallacia Accidentis, or (fince feveral Fallacies may con- 
curin the fame Propofition) it may be alfoa dio fecun- 
dim quid ad dium fimpliciter. For fo itis to conclude, 
That Three Perfons are Three diftind Gods; fince the 
difference of Perfonsis only froma diverfe refpeE be- 
tween them; but Three Gods import Three abfolutely 
ge Natures or Subftances. And whereas we fay, 
That the Three Perfovs are all and-every one of them 
Infinite, yet itisbut from one and the fame Numcrical 
Nature Common to them all that they are fo, the 
Ternary Number all the while not belonging to their 
Infinity, but only totheir Perfonalities. The Cafe there- 
fore between4a Mind, or Spirit, and a Perfor, is by no 
means the fame. Forafmuch as [_Perfoz'] here imports 
only a Relation, or Mode of Swbjftenxce in Conjundi- 
on with the Nature it belongsto: And therefore a Mul- 
tiplication of Perfoxs (of it felf}) imports only a Mul- 
tiplication of fuch Modes, or Relations, without any ne- 
ceffary Multiplication of the Nature it felf to which 

they adhere. Forafmuch as one and the fame Nature . 
may fuftain feveral diftiné Relations, or Modes of Subs« 
fiftence. But now onthe other fide, a Mid, or Spirit, 
is not a Relation, or Mode of Subjjfiewce, but it is an 
Abfolute Being, Nature, or Subftance 3 and conf{cquently 
cannot be multiplyed without a Multiplication of it inte 
fo many Numerical Abfolute Beizgs, Natures, or Sub 
ances} there being nothing in it to be #ultiplyed but it 
{elf& Sothat Three Mizds, or Spirits, are Three Ab- 
folute Beings, Natures, or SuSfiances, and Three diftind 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits, are acec.dingly Three diftind 
| R | Infinite 
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Infinite Abfolute Beings, Natures, or Subftances. That is,. 
in other words, They are Three Gods 5 which was the 
Thing to be proved; and let this Author ward off the. 
Proof of it as he 1s able. | : 


Argument Il. My Second Argument againt the Three. " 
Perfons in the Bleffed Trinity being Three diftind Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits,. is this. 


Three diftin® Minds, or Spirits are Three diftiné. 
Subftances.. 

But the Three Perfons in the Bleffed Trinity are not 

— Three diftin® Subftances. 

And therefore they are nat Three diftin Minds,. or 


Spirits. | 


_ The Major Propofitionis proved from the Definition: 
of a Mind, or Spirit, That it is Subftantia Incorporea In- 
telligens, an Intelligent, Incorporeal, Lor Immaterial ] 


' Subftance; and therefore Three diftind Minds, or Spi- 


rits, muft be Three fuch diftin® Subftances. And be- 
fides, if a Mind, or Spirit, were not aSubftance, what: 
couldit beelfe> If it be any Thing, it muft be either. 
an Accident, or Mode of Being. But not an Accident, 
{ince no Accident can bem Gods nor yet 4 Mode of Béing,. 
fince a Spirit (not defigned to concur asa part towards 
any Compound) isan Abfolute, Entire, Complete Be-. 
ing of itfelf, and has its proper Mode of Subfiftence 
belongingtoit; and therefore cannot bea Mode it felf.. 
From whence it follows, That a Spirit is; and muft be 
a Subfiance, and canbe nothing elfe. 

As for the Minor, viz: That the Three Perfons in the 
Bleffed Trinity are not Three diftiné Subjtancess this is 
evident both from Authority, and from Reafon. - 

n 
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And firft for Authority, Tertullian againtt Praxeas 
‘affirms, Semper in Deo una Subftantia. And St. Ferom in 
hisEpiftleto Damafus, Ruis ore facrilego Tres fubftantias 
predicabit ? And St. Anftiz in his 5th Book de Trizitate, 
Chap.g, and in Book 7. Chap.4. And Ruffinws in the 
1ft Book of his Hiftory, Chap. 29. All affirm Onc 
Subftance in God, and deny Three, and yet the fame 
Writers unanimoully hold Three Perfows, which thews, 
That they did not account thefe Three hi Three 
Subfiances. , And Anfelwws in his Book de Ixcarnatione, 
Chap. 3. fays, That the Father and the Son may be faid 
tobe Two Beizgs, providedthat by Beings we under- 
{tand Relations, not Subftances. And Bellarmine, a 
Writer Orthodox enough in thefe points, and of unque- 
" ftionable Learning otherwife, inhis 2d Tome, pace 348. 
about theend, fays, That to affert, that the Father and 
the Son differ in Subftance,is Arianifm: And yet if they 
were Two diftin:t Swbftances, for them not to differ in 
Subftance, would beimpoflible. And as for the Greck 
Writers, they never admit of Three cia in the Deity, 
but where 4 is ufed to fignifie the fame with vas FOOT hy 
as fometithes it wasufed.: And by reafon of this Ambi- 
- guity it was, that the Latin Church was fo long fearful 
of ufing the word Hypoftafis, and ufed only that of Per- 
fona, anfwering to the Greek Tesmmr, left they 
fhould hereby be thought to admit of Three Subftances, 
as well as Three Perfons in the God-head. 

Nor, in the next place, is the fame lefs evident from 
Reafon, than we have fhewn it to be from Authority. 
For if the Three Perfons be Three diftin't Subftances, 
then Two diftind Subftances will concurin,and belong to 
each Perfon; to wit, [hat Subftance which is the Divine 
Effence, and fo is Communicable or Common to all 
the Perfows, and that Subftance which Conftitutes each 
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Perfon, and thereby is fo peculiar to him as to diftin-- 
guifh him from the other, and confequently to be im 
communicable to any befides him to whom it belongs : 
Since for one and the fame Subftance to be Common to 
all Three Perfovs,and withal to belong incommunicably 
to each of the Three, and thereby to diftmnguifh them 
from one another, 1s Contradictious and Impoflible. 
And yet on the other fide toaffert Two diftin.? Subftan-. 
ces in each Perfow, is altogether as Abfurd 5 and that, as 
upon many other Accounts, fo particularly upon this, 
That it muft infer fuch a Compofition in- the Divize 
Perfons,. as 1s utterly Incompatible with the Abfolute 
Simplicity, and Infinite Perfection of. the Divine Na- 
ture. And therefore the Three Perfons in the Bleffed . 
Trinity, can by no means be faid to be Three diftin.F 
Subftances, but only one Infinite Subftance, equally Com- 
mon to, and Subfifting in them-all, and diverfified by 
their re{pective Relations. And moreover, fince Three 
diftin Minds, or Spirits are Effentialky Three = be 
Subftances, neither canthe Three Perfons of the Trinity 
he faid to be Three. diftia.? Minds, or Spirits; whichr 
was the-Point to be made out. | 


Argumeut TH.. My Third Argument againtt the fame: 
fha]l. proceed'thus. . 


Uf it be truly faid, That one and the fame Infinite Mind,: 
or Spirit is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, (1 mean 
all Three taken together) andit cannot be truly faid,' 
That one and the fame Infinite. Mind, or Spirit is’ 

Three diftivd Infinite Minds, or Spirits 5-then it 
folloms, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft are not: 
Three. diftinst Iufinite. Minds, or Spirits. . 
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But it may be truly faid, That one and the fame Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft ; 
and it cannot be truly faid, That one pa A fame 
Infinite Mind, or Spirit is Three. diftin.t Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits.. 

Therefore the Three Perfons in the Trinity, viz. Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoft are not Three diftin-t 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 

Thisisthe Argument. 


Now the Confequence of the Major appears from 
this, That the fame Thing, or Things, at the fame 
time, and inthefame. refpect, cannot betruly affirmed 
and denied of thefame Subje&: And therefore fince 
-[ Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, taken joyntly together | 
are truly predicated of one and the fame Infinite Mind ; 
and (Three diftindt Infinite Minds, or Spirits | cannot be 
truly affirmed or predicated, and confequently may be 
truly denied of the fame; it follows, That [ Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoft] and (Three diftin:t Infinite Minds, 
or Spirits | neither are,. nor can be accounted the fame, 
nor be truly affrmable of one another.. 

As forthe Minor, it confifts of two parts;. and acs 
cordingly muft be proved feverally in each of them. 

And Firft, That it 1s, and may be trtly faid, That 
one and the fame Infinite Mind is Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoft (viz.joyntly taken) asI noted before. This, I 
fay, maybe proved fromhence, That God istruly faid 
to be Father,Son,and Holy Ghoft ({rillfotaken.) And it 
having been: already evinced, That Love Infinite Mind, 
or Spirit | and (ome God are terms convertibleand equi- 
pollent, it.follows, That whatfoever is. truly affirmed 
or denied of the one, may be as truly affirmed or denied 
of the other... And this istoo evident to need any fur- 
ther proof... And. . 
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And therefore inthe next place, for the proof of the 
other part of the Minor, viz. That one andthe fame Inf- 
nite Mind, or Spirit,cannot be truly faid to be Three diftint 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits 3 Thisis no lefs evident than 
the former, becaufein fuch a Propofition both Subject 
and Predicateimply a Mutual Negation of, and Contra- 
diction to one and anothers and where itis fo,it 1s im. 
poftible for one to be truly affirmed, or predicated of 
the other. | 

And now, after this plain proof given both ofthe Ma- 
jor and the Minor Propofition, and thisalfodrawn into 
{o little acompafs, I hope this Author will not bear him- 
felf fo much above all the Rules which other Mortals 
proceed by, as, afterthe Premifes proved, to deny the 
Conclufion, viz- That the Three Perfons in the Bleffed 
Trinity, Father, Sou, and Roly Ghoft, are not Three di- 
flint Infinite Minds, or Spirits, The Affirmation of 
which, is that which Iundertook to confute. 

But before I difmifs this Argvwent, I cannot but take 
notice, That the fame Terms, with abare Tranfpofiti- 
on of them, viz. by fhifting place between the Predi- 
cate aad the Subje& Cwhich in Adequate and Commen- 
firrate Fiedications, may very well be done) willas ef- 
fectually concludeto the fame Purpofe, as they did in 
the way in wftich we have already propofed them. And 
fothe Argument will proceed thus.. 


> Uf it betruly and properly faid, That the Three Per- 
fons inthe Bleffed Trinity, ave one Numerical Inf- 
nite Mind, or Spirits then they cannot be truly faid 
to be Three dijtin? Infinite Minds, or Spirits, 
But they are truly and properly faid to be one Numerical 
Tujnite Mind, or Spirit. _ 


_ And 
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And therefore they ncither are, nor can be truly faid to 
be Three diftind Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 


The Confequence of the firft Propofition is manifeft, 
becaufe (as we have (hewn before) one and the fame In- 
finite Mindcannot be Three diftind Infinite Minds with- 
out a Contradiction in the Terms, 

And for the Minor, viz. That the Three Perfons are 
truly faid to be one Infinite Mind, or Spirit 3 That alfois 
proved by this, That alland every one of them, are tru- 
_ ly and properly faid to be Gods and God is truly and pro- 
perly one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit: And there- 
fore if the Three Pérfons are faidto bethe Firft, they 
mutt be faid to be thisLatter alfo; andthat (asT thew 
before) becaufe ofthe Reciprocal Predication of thofe 
Terms. But as to the Matter before us, That God is 
truly and properly one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, 
even this Author himfelfallows, who in Page 69. poii- 
tively fays, That we know nothing of the Divine Effence, 
but that God is an Infinite Mind. Very wells: and if he 
grant himto bean Infizite Mind, let him prove this Inf- 
nite Mind to bethree diftind Infinite Minds, if he can.. 
The Truth is [Infizite Mind or Spiri#) is an Eflential 
Attribute of the Divize Nature, and Convertible with 
it, and whatfoever is{o, belongs equally to allthe Three 
Perfons, and confequently cannot be afcribed te them. 
plurally any more thanthe Deity it felf; it being as un-. | 
capable, as that, of being multiplied. Upon which 
Account, if the Three Per/ons are with equal Truth faid 
tobe [ove Lefinite Mind, or Spirit) and to be [oneGod ]} 
they can no more be {aid to -be Three diftin2 Infinite 
| — » than they can be feid to be Three diftin# 
Do di.. | 


So > 
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So that which way foever the Argumentbe propofed, 
either, That one Infinite Mind is Father, Son, and Holy 


Ghoft; or, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, are one In- 


nite Mind, icftill overthrowsthis Author's Hy pothefis, 
That the faid Three Perfons are Three diffix.t Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits. . 


Argument IV. My Fourth and Laft Argument againtt 
the fame, fhall be this. 7 | 


Whatfoever Attribute may be truly predicated of all 
and each of the Divine Perfons inthe Athanafian 
Form, fo belongs to them all in Consnion, that it 
can belong to none of them under anyTerm of di- 
flinttion from the reft.. | 

But the Attribute (Infinite Mind,.or Spirit] ay be 
truly predicated of all and each of the Divine Ber. 
fons in and according to the Athanafian Form. 

And therefore itcan belong to. none of then under any 
Term of diftinZion from the reft. — | 


The Major is as evident; asthat no Attribute can be 
Common to feveral Subjects, and yet peculiar and ap- 
propriate to each of them. 

And the Minoris proved by Inftancethus; The Fa- 
theris an Infinite Mind, the Sozis an Infmite Mind, and 
the Holy Ghoft is an Infinite Minds and yet they are not 
Three Infinite Minds, but one Infinite Mind. 

And this I affirm to be as good Divinity asany part 
in the Athanafian Creed, and fuch asI fhall abide 
by, both againft this Author, and any other what- 
foever. ee a ee | 

But now let us fee how his Affertion caft into the 
Athanafian Model, fhews it felf, as thus. 

The 
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Ihe Father is adiftind Infinite Mind, the Son is adi- 
ftind Infinite Mind, and the Holy Ghoft is a di- 
find Infinite Mind, and yet they are not Three 
diftind Infinite Minds , but one diftinE Infinite 
Mind. 

And this is fo far from bemg true, that it is in- 
deed neither Truth nor Sevce. For what Truthcan there 
be in denying, That Three Perfozs, of which every one 
isfaid tobe a diftind Infinite Mind, are Three ed In- 
finite Minds? And what fence can there be in afirming,or 
faying, That they are but one diftind InfiniteMind?Where- 
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as the Term (di/fin@ | 1s never properly ufed or apply- 


ed, but with refpect had to feveral Particulars each di- 
{criminated from the other; but by no means where 
thereis mention made only of oze Thing and nomore, 
as itishere in this Propofition. 

But to make what allowances the Cafe will bear, and 
forthat purpofe to remit fomething of the ftrictnefs of 
the Athanafian Form,by \eaving out the word [diftin ¥] 
in the laft and illative Claufe, we {hall then fee that our 
Author’s Hypothefis will proceed thus. 

The Father is adiftin:t Infinite Mind,the Son is a di- 
ftind Infinite Mind,and the Holy Ghoft is a diftin$ 
Infinite Mind 5 and yet they are not Three Infinite 

| Minds, but one Infinite Mind. : 

Thus, I fay, itmuft proceed in the Athanafan way 
with the word [ diStin-t | left out of the Conclufion. Ne- 
verthelefs even fo, the Inference 1s ftill manifeftly and 
grofly falfe in boththe branchesof it.For it is abfolutely 
falfe [ That Three diftin-t Infinite Minds, are not Three In- 
, finite Minds] and altogether asfalfe [That Three Infinite 

Minds, are but One Infinite Mind.) ‘ 
The Author's Hypothefis put into the Athanafian 
Model, muft needs fall in with that Fallacy fometimes 
bao ae S urged 
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urged againft us by the Socinians, viz. The Father is a. 
Perfon, the Son a Perfon, and the Holy Gholf a Perfon, and 
yet they ave not Three Perfons, bit ove Perfons whichis. 
manifeftly Sophiftical, by arguing «bimparibws tancnam 
paribus, viz. Concluding thatof an Attribute Relative, 
and Mrltiplicable, which cdibe concluded. only of fuch. 
as are not So. 

For the Athanafan Inference holds. only in Atri 
butes Effential and Common to all the Three Perfaus. 
joyntly, or feverally taken, and mot tn fach asare Pro« 
por, Perfowal, and Peculiar toeach. Asalfo infuch as 
are Abfolute, (asthe Attribute-of Mind, or Spm without 
the word [diffi] is) and not rm fuch.as are Relatise. . 
For thofe Attributes,whichagree to: the Divine Perfons, 
Perfonally, Peculiarly, and Relatively cam never Unite, . 
or Coincide into ove in the Inference, or Conclufion. 
Ina word [Infinite Mad, ar Spirit'}.1s.a Predicate per-. 
fectly Effential, and. fo mics Numestcak Unity Con . 
monto allthe Three Divine Perfons, and for thatcaufe - 
not to be afirmed.of,. or. afcribed. to, eathenalhor anyof. 
them with the Term [asftir# |} addedtoit, or joyned. 
with it.. Forthat would waltiply an Attrabute that can- - 
not be multiplyed. 

And now, what I have here difceurfed. upon , and 
drawn from the Athava/ian Greed: with refpecd to this. 
particular Subje&, I leave to-our Author's ftricteft Exa- 
mination. ' Fer my own. part, Irely uponthis Gyced, as. 
afure Teft, or Rule ta difcover tiie falfhoad ef his Hy- . 
pothefis by. So that.as long as itistrue,. that Gadis:one. 
numerical lufinite Mind or Spirit, and.aslong.asthe Atha- 
nafianForm duely applied isa firm and good. way of 
Reafoning, this Author’sAffertion,. That the Three Divine _ 
Perfons,. ave Three diftin€ Infinite Minds, or Spirits, is. . 
thereby itrefragably averthrown, . | 

_ And ., 
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_ And therefore I fhall not concern my {elf to produce 
any more Arguments again{t it. Only by way of Qver- 
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plus to, and Iduftration of thofe, which have alrealy 


been alledged,I cannot but obfervethe ConcurrentO pr- 
nion of the Philofophers,and moft Learned Men amnongtt 
the Heathens about God's being one Infinite Mind,or Spirtt, 
asa neceflary deduction (no doubt) made by Natural 
Reafon from the Principles thereof concerning the Di- 
vine Natare. For moft of the Philofophers looked upon 
‘God as the Soul of the World, as One Infinite Mind, or Spi- 
rit, that animated and prefided over the Univerfe. For 
fo held Pythagoras, as Cicero in his firft Book, de Natura 
Deorum, and Lad anti in his Book 4e ira Dei, vells us, 
Pythagoras guogqne ueun: Deum confitetar dicens Incorpoream 
effe mentem que per omncm Naturam diffusa ch interta vi- 
taleys a tribait.. In like manner the Great Hermes 
being as ed, What God Was, an{wered, 0 as orev Onpu~ 
upns oopartalG. ves 4 aid, The Maker of all Things, 
a moft Wife and Eternal Mind. | Thales called-him, rey 
73 xdcue-G¢or, God, the Mind of the World. Diogenes, 
Cleanthes, and Ocenipides, ¥ +B xdope bls, The Soul 
of the World. Platoin Phedone, f{ays.of God, That 
he is ves 6 Niaxgopples x) aivms anG. a Mind that ts 
. the Caufe and orderer of all Things. And Plate the 
Son of Ariftow fays, o 5 Qeos ves 6 F xsoue, God is 
the Mind ofthe World. And Lacfantins gives this Te- 
ftimony of Aréftogle, That, Quamuis fecnm ipfe diffidear, 
ac repuguantta fibi ¢» dicate fentiat,(by which one would 
think our Author better acquaited with him than heis) 
in fummun tamen nnam mentcm mundo preeffe teftatnr.Lak, 
de falf; Relig. Lib.1.Cap.5.. Agreeably to all whicly, Se- 
veca inthe Preface to his Naturat Queftions, putting the 
Queftion, Quid eft Dews? What is God:?. Anfwers;'Meas 
Oniverf, The Mind of the Univerfe. As the Learned 
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Emperour Avtoninws after him, expreffes God the fame — 
way, and by the fame word in Greek, 6 # dau ves, Libs. 
-£48. Oxon. Edit. And that Paflage in Virgil's6: Aeneid 
is famous; where {peaking of God,asthe Great Soul of the 
World, ranning through all the Parts of that vaft Body, 
he exprefles it.in thofe known. Verfes.:. 


Celum, ac Terras, Campof,3 liynentes, 
Lucenten |; Globum Lune, Titaniag; Aftra, 
Spiritus intws alit, totam. 3 infufa per artus’ 
Mens agitat molem, & magno fe corpore mifcet.. 


And the fame. was the Opinion of Cato before him, a: 
great Man, though but.a {mall Author, who tells us 
from the Ancient Poets (who were accounted the Phi- 
lofophers of the firft Ages) That Dews eft Animus, God 
is a Mind, or Spirit.. . ‘ 
And the Truth.is, I reckon that thefe Learned Men; 
all along, by a2 Infinite Mind, or Spirit, underftood as 
truly and certainly.Ove Infinite Mind, or Spirit, as if the 
Term of Unity had beenadded by them. For befides 
that the Particles 2, or-the, (which we ufe in tranflatin 
any fingle word into our own Language ) import ra 
much, the very condition alfo of the Subject §j poken-of, 
as being Jnfizite, muft needs infer the fame. - So that 
we.fee here how the Judgment of NaturalReafon in thefé 
Eminent Philofophers amongft the’ Heathens falls in 
with what God -himfelf revealed by the Mouth of our 
Saviour concerning his. own Nature, in John 4. 24. viz: 
That God #s a Spirit. For we have them-exprefling him by 
thefe words, Animus, Mens, ¢- Spirites. So that-had 
they.alllived after St. fohx, (as one of them did,) their 
Sentences might have. pafled. for fo many Paraphrafes 
-_ “upon, 


fuchasitfelf.) This, I fay, premifed, 


pretends to. eftabhth the fecand. . 
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Mind, or Spirit. : 

‘But perhapsour Author will here fay , What is all this 
to the purpofe, fince we found our knowledge of the 
Three Diaine Perfons, wholly upon Revelation? And I 
grant, we dofo; Yet neverthelefs I fhall, by his good 
favour, fhew, That whatI have alledged is very 


much tothe purpofe. Andtothis end, premifing here 
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upon the Text, all declaring God to be Oxe Infinite Soul, 


what we have already proved, viz. That tobe One Infi-. 


site Mind, andto be Three diftind Infinite Minds, involve 
in them a Mutual Negation of, and Contradiétion'to 
one another : (Forafmuch astobe Ozum, isto be Indivi- 
fumin fe; thatisto fay, Indivifible into more things, 

Firft, I.defire this Author to produce that Revelation, 
which declares the:Three Perfons of theBleffed Trinity, to 


be Threediftin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. For I deny 


that there is any fuch. | : 
Secondly, Iaffirm, That whatfoever is a Truth in 
‘Natural Reafon, cannot be contradicted by any other 


Zs 


 Trruth:declared by Revelation; finceitis mpoflibie for 


any one Truthto-contradict another. 

~ Upon which grounds, I here ask our Author, Is it a 
Contradiction for Oze God to: be One Infinite Mind,or Spi- 
rit, and to be.alfo, Three Infinite. Minds, or Spirits? If he 
grant this (as. haveproved it, whether he does or no) 


>then I: ask .him in the next place, Whether it be a Pro- 
- pofition true am Natural Reafon, [That God is one Infinite 


Mind, or Spirit? } If he grants this alfo, then I infer, 
That it cannot be proved true.from Revelation, [That 
God is Three bofinite Minds, or Spirits, } fince the certain 


Truth of thei firft Propofition fuppofed and admitted 


mit needs difprove the Truth of that Revelation, which . 
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' But fome again may perhaps ask, Suppofe it were re- 
vealed in exprefs Terms, (That God is Three diftiud In f- 
atte Minds, or Spirits, | wonld yon in this cafe thnow a- 
fade this Revelation ia fubmiffion to the former Propofi- 
tion declared by Natural Reafon? I Anfwer, No: But 
if abe Revelation were expre/s and ondenuwblke,.1 wouid 
adhere to it; but at the fame tame, while I did fo, | 
would quit the fonmer Propofitian, and. qonclude, That 
Natural Reafonhad not difcourfed right when it con- 
cluded, Yhat God was one Infinite Mimd, on Spirit : Bat 
tetold beth Propofitionste be True, and to affent wo 
them both as fuch, This the Mind of Man can never 
do. | >. 
Sothat, inaword, Iconclude, That if it be certam- 
Jy true from Reafon, T/at God is one Anfinite Miad, or 
pirit, No Revelatien can, or ought to be. pleaded, 
Lhat ke is Three difinct Infinite Minds, or Spirits: ‘And if 
Revelation cannot, or ought not to be pleaded for x, 
Tam fre, we bave no ground to believe it. And-yet at 
the facie ume Lovnandadlert a Remelatiomof the truth 
of this}: pokuon,| That God is Three Perfons |or,which 
isallone, (That God ts Father, Sows ned Holy Ghot,;] 
fiice it dvesnotat all contradi& the forementioned Pro- 
potitions founded upon Natural Reafon, [ viz. That God 
is Ove ininite Mincl, or Spirit, | nor couldit yet-ever be 
proved todofy, exher by. Arvavs, or Socinides.: Bat 
onthe contrary, thefe two Propafitians,' viz. [God is 
Oie Infinite Mind,or Spmit jand tharother, [God rs Three 
dillied Infinite Minds or Spirits K which he muft be,if the 
Three Divine Perfors are Three diStind befinite Minds,or 
Opiriés) are Serals, Palpable, and Irreconcileable Con- 
tradiczions, . And becanfe they are fp, atis. demonftra- 
avy certain, Thatthe faid Three Perfous: arenat. Three 
lilink Infnite Minds, or Spirits :Asthis Author againft 
Bar all 
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ali Principles of Philofophy and Divinity has moft er- - 
roneoully affirmed them tobe. | 
 Lhave faid enough,. Fhope,, uponthts Subject, But 
hefore E quitit, it will not be amis to obferve whae 
worl: this Man makes with the Pevfas of the. Blefed 
Triaity,(asindeed he feldonralmoft turns his Pen, but he. 
ivesfomte {curvy ftroke atit or other,) particularly in 
a 89. he affirms, That the Expreffyon: of [the One 
true God, and the only true Gad |. carmel properly be attri= 
buted to the. Son, nor tothe Flaby Gho?. . From: whence fh . 
infer, Bhat thert neither can the Expreffion of [ God, ar’ 
the TrueGoo!| be properly atoributed to the Sov, or to— 
the Holy Gho?. . Forafiauch: as the . Tertats - Lone -God'} 
and. [ One True God,or.enc. only True. Gor |ate equivalent. . 
The Term. [Ove God} - sicluding. i at! every wht ab 
much asthe Tenn: { OweTirne Cod, or Oneonly Krne God} 
andthe Term [Ovxe Irue God, or Oxe only True God jin- - 
chidmg in it no more than-the Ferm [One Gods] and 
confequenuly if he afferts;. That thefe Terms cannot: 
wioh equal Propriety: be attributed to,and predicated of. 
the Son andthe Heby Gha/t, we have him. both - Arian : 
and, Macedonian together mthis Affertiom. +1 -- 
And I believe his Adverfary the Author of the Notes 
could hardly have defired a greater Advantage againit 
hin: than hiscathng w. (as he does) ‘a Corruption of the 
Athanafian Greedj to joyn the Term: [Oxe'Tirne Gad | to’. 
every Penfonof the Trixitys adding withal,. Thao upon: 
the doing: fos. ##. would! fonnd pretty Whe aCoutraditionte — 
fay inthe clofa [That there wus but One True Gou.} Thate - 
“ave ous: Author's words;, bus much fitter: to have pro- . 
ceeded froma Sotinianthan fromene profefling a belicf,,._ 
and (whieh is. move) @defease of the Triaity: But i 
antwerto them, F tdllhim, That the repdaced. Attribus - 
twit of [Fhe One True Goder Orly True Godt] vo cach of | 
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the Three Perfozs is noCorruption of that Creed at ali. 
Forafmuch as thefe Terms [The Ove True God, and the 
only True God | import, an Attribute purely Effential,and 
fo equally, and in Common belonging to allthe Three 
Perfons, and not an Attribute properly Perfonal, and fo 
appropriate to fome one or other of the faid Perfons.And 
if this Author would have duly diftinguithed: between 
Efentialand Perfonal Attributes, he could not have dif- 
courfed of thefe Mattersat fo odd a rate, ashere he does.’ 
And therefore I deny it to be any Contradi.tion (let it 
found in his Ears how it will) to conclude, That the 
faid Three Perfons (notwith{tanding this Repetition) 
are not Three Irue Gods, but only Oxe True God. But he’ 
{ays, That fuch a Repeated Application implies: as if each . 
Perfon $8 Ba as diftingnifhed and feparated fom the other’ 
were the Ome TrueGod, To which] Anfwer, © =~ 


1. That to imply as if a thing were fo, and to imply 
that really it is fo, makes avery great difference in the 
cafe; indeed fo great, that this Author muft not think - 
from words implying only the former to conclude the 
latter 3 which yet mu{t be done, or what he here alledges 
is nothing to his purpofe. But 


- 2. T Anfwer yet farther, That the ‘forementioned 
words do indeed imply, and (which is more) plainly 
declare, That the Three Perfons who are {aid tobe [the 
One, or only True God | are, while they fuftain that Attri- 
bute, really diftin& from one another, but it does not 
imply, That this isfaid of them under that peculiar For- 
mality, as they are diftind, and much lefs,. a separated 3 
which latter they neitherare, nor can be. The truthis, 
whathe hasfaid againft the repeated Applicatiorrof this 
Termtoevery oneof the Three Perfons,may be equally. . 


objected 


CHAPTER V. 137 


objected againft all the repeatedPredicationsin the 4tha- 
nafian Creed; but to as little purpofe, one asthe other; 
fince, albeit all thefe Predications do agree to Perfons 
really diftin:}, yetthey agree not to them under that for- 
mal and precifeconfideration 4s diftin.t -For nothing but. 
their re{pective Perfonal Relations agree to them under 
that Capacity; and this effectually clears off this ob- 
jection. | 

But here I cannot but wonder, that this Man fhould 
jumble together thefe two Terms [ diftingnifhed and fe- 
parated | ashe does twice here in the compafs of eight 
Lines; whenthe fignification of them, as applyed 
tothe Three Diwine Perfors,is fo vaftly different, that 
one of thefe Terms (viz. diftinguifhed | neceffarily be- 
longstothem, and the other which is [_feparated] neither 
does nor can take place amongf{t them: Nay, and 
whenthisAuthor himfelf has fo earneftly and trequently 
contended for the difference of them 5 asall along affert- 
ing the diffintion of Perfoxs, and as often denying 
their feparation. 

But he proceeds, and fays, That this Expreflion of 
{ The Owe Lor only True God | is never (that he knows of ) 
attributed.to Son, or Floly Ghoft, either in Scripture, or 
any Catholick Writer. Which words, methinks, ( as I can- 
not but obferve again) do not look, as ifa Man were 
Writing againft the Socizians .Neverthelefs admitting 
the Truth of his Allegation, That this Term (the One 
True God] is not to be found exprefly attributed to the Sow, 
or the FYolyGhoft, will he infer from hence, that there- 
fore it neither can, nor ought to be fo? For if that be 
attributed to them Both in Scripture and Catholick Wii- 
ters, which neceffarily and effentially implys |The Ove 
True God] and does, and muft fignifie the very fame 
Thing, isit not all one, asif ia Terminis it had been 
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a{cribed tothen:? Doubtlefs there are feveral other Ex- 
preffions in the Athawafran Creed,as hardly (as this) to 
be found elfewhere : However, the Thing being certain 
from other words equivalent, this exception is of no 
force at all 3 nor by any one, who underftands thefe 
Matters, is, or ought to be accounted fo; and much 
lefs can I feeto what end it fhould beinfifted upon by 
any one, while he is encountring the Socinians: And 
therefore, whereas he fays, This Attribute, or Title, 
viz. [ The One True God | cannot {o properly be afcribed to- 
any one Perfon, but only to the Father; (whom, he tells 
us, the Fathers call the Fountain of the Deity) what 
he here defigns by the words fo properly (which feemto. 
import degrees of Propriety) I cannot welltell: Bue 
this I ask, in fhort, May it be properly attributed to 
the Son, and tothe Holy Ghoft, or mayit not? If not; 
then they are not properly [Te One True God |nor con- 
{equently arethey properly (The True God: | For what- 
foever any ove properlyis, that he may be properly faid to 
b 


e. | 
And asfor [the Father's being the Fountain of the 
Deity, |I hope he looks upon this Expreffion only as Me- 
taphorical, and fuch as ought not tobe ftretched to the 
utmott of its Native Sence,for fear the Confequences of 
zt may engage him too far, to beable to make an hand- 
fome Retreat; which] affure him, if he does nottake 
heed, they certainly will. But, in a word, I demand 
of him, Whether [the Father's being the Fountain of 
Deity] does appropriate and reftrain tae Thing expref- 
fed by the [Oze True God] tothe Father in contra-di- 
{tinction to the other Two Perfons, or not? Ifit does, 
thenthe fante Abfurdity recurs,viz.[ That neither #s the: 
Son, nor the Holy Ghoft, the. One True God] and con- 
{equently, neither fimply, really and effentially (God. ] 
Buc. 
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Eut on the other fide,if[the Father's being the Fountain 
of the Deity | docs not appropriate the Thing fignified 
by [ the Ove True God | tothe Father, then it leaves it 
common to the other Two Perfons with Himfelfand to 
each of them. And whatfoever is fo, may with the 
fame Propriety and Truth of Speech be afcribed to,and 
affirmed of them, as itis often afcribed to, and affirmed 
of the Father Himfclf The Truth is, this Man’s ad- 
venturousand unwary way of exprefling himfelfin this 
facred and arduous Subject (to give itno worfe word, 
whatfoeverit may deferve) affordsthe Arzaws and Sec/- 
nians no {mall Advantages again{t this Doctrine; fhould 
it {tand upon the ftrength of His Defence,as (thanks be 
to God) it does not. 

But I muft not here omit that Paffage, which, in the 
former part of thisChapter,I promifed more particularly 
to confider 5 a Paflage,which indeed looks fomething 
ftrangcly. It isthat in P. 258. lize 27. where he tells us, 
that he allows, That ix the Bleffed Trinity there are Three 
Holy Spirits, but denys, That there are Three Holy Ghofts 5 
fo naturalis it for falfe Opinionsto force Men to abfurd 
Expreffions.,But my An{wer to him is fhort and pofitive, 
That neither arethere Three Holy Spirits nor Three Holy | 
Ghofts inthe Bleffed Trinityin any {enfe properly belong- 
ing to thefe words. However, the Thing meant by 
him (fo far as it 1s reducible to Truth and Reafon) is, 
and muft be this, wz, That when the Third Perfoxz 
of the Trinity is called the Holy Ghof?, there the word 
Holy Ghoft (which otherwife fignifics the fame with 
Holy Spirit) mutt be taken Perfowally, and confe- 
quently [nzcommunicably 5 but when the Father, or Sov, 
is faid to be a Spirit, or Holy Spirit, there Spirit mutt 
be underftood Effestially, for that Immatcrial, Spiri- 
tual, and Divine Nature, which is common to, and 

T 2 Predicable 
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Predicable of all the Divize Perfons. All which is 
mofttrue. But then, forthis a Reafon, I muft telf 
our Author withal, That as Holy Ghof taken Perfonally 
is but Nuwcrically one 5 fo Spirit, or Holy Spirit, as it 1s 
underftood Effentially, 1s but Numerically onetoo. And 
therefore, though the Father may be called a Spirit, or 
Holy Spirit, and the two other Perfozs may each of them 
be called folikewife,yet they are not therefore Three di- 
flind Spirits, or Holy Spirits, nor can betruly focalled 
(asthis Author pretends they ought to be,and we have 
fufficiently difproved )but they are all one and the fame 
Holy Spirit Effentiallycaken 5 and which fo taken, is as. 
much as ove and the fameGod. And moreover, though 
Spirit underftood Perfonally diftinguithes the Third Per- 
fon from the othertwo, yet taken E/fentially, it {peaks. 
him ove and the fame Spirit, as welt as ove and the fame 
God with them, and can by no means diftinguith him 
from them,any more than the Divine Ejfence, or Nature, 
(which Spirit in this fence, is only another word for) 
can difcriminate the Three Perfons from one another. So 
that upon the whole Matter, it is equally falfe and im- 
poffible, That in the Blefed Trinity there fhould be. 
Lhree Holy Spirits, or Holy Ghofts, (Terms perfectly 
Synonymous) either upona Perfozal, or an Effential ac- 
count; and confequently that there fhould be fo at all. 
For, asthe word Spirit importsa peculiar Mode of Sub- 
fiftence, by way of Spiration from the Father and the 

on, foit 1sPerfoxal and Incommunicable but as it im- 
portsthe Immaterial Subftance of the Deity, fo indeed (as 
being the fame with the Defty it felf) it isequally Com- 
mon to all the Three Perfons 3 but ftill, for allthat, re- 
mains Numerically one andnomcre; asall muft acknow-- 
ledge the Deity to be.And this is the true ftate of the 
Cafe.But: to ftate the difference. between the Holy Gho/t, 


and. 
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and the other Two Perfows, upon fomething fignified 
by Holy Ghoft, which is not fignified by Holy Spirit, 
(asthe words of this Author manifeftly do; while Le 
affirms Three Foly Spirits, but denies Three Holy Ghofts) 
this isnot only 2 playine with words (which he pretends 
to fcorn) but a taking of words fer things 5; which, lam 
fure, is very ridiculous. 

And now, before I conclude this Chapter, (having a 
Debt upon me declared at the beginning of it) I leave 
it to the Impartial and Difcrect Reader to judge, what 
is to be thought or faid of that Man, who in fuch an 
Infolent, Decretorious manner, fhall in fuch a point as 
this before us, charge Nonfenfe and Herefie, (two very 
vile words) upon all that Subfcribe not to this his New 
€and betore unheard of ) Opinion. I mutt profefs, Ine- 
ver met with the like in any Sober Author, and hardly 
mthe moft Licentious Libeller: The Nature of the Sub- 


_ ject, Ihave, according tomy poor Abilities, difcufled, 


and finding my felf thereupon extremely to diflent from 
this Author, am yet by no means willing to pafs for a 
Nonfenfical Heretick for my pains. For muftit be Non- 
fence not to own Contradictions? viz. That One t ‘nite 
Spirit is Three diftincé Infinite Spirits? Or mutt it be 
Herefie not to Sub{cribe to. Tritheifme, as the beft and 
moft OrthodoxExplication of the Article of the 7rimity? 
Asfor Non-fence, it muft certainly imply the aflerting of 
fomething for true concerning the Subje& difcourfed of, 
which yet in truth is contradictory to 1t (fince there 
can be no Non-fence but what contradiétsfome Truth.) 
And whereas this Author has elfewhere, vz. P. 4. de- 
clared it pall aa to charge a contradidtion in any 
Thing, where the Nature of the Thing difcourfed of is not 
throughly comprehended and under ftood, I defiretoknow 
of him, whether he throughly underftandsand com a . 

| hen S: 
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hendsthe Articleand Myftery of the [vizity? Ifhe fays, 
he docs, I need no other Demonftration of his unfitnefS 
to write about it. But if he ownsthat he does nor, 
Jet him only {tick to his own Rule, and then he may 
keep the Charge of Now-fexfe to himfelf. 

But what fha!l we fay to the Charge of Herefie, Gin 
which St. Aufiiz would have no Perfon, who is fo charg- 
ed to be filent? ) Why, in the firft place we muft fearch 
and enquire, whether it be fo, or no? Andhere, ifmy 
Life lay uponit, I cannot find either in Irenaeus adverf{is 
Harefes, or in Tertullian’s Prefcriptions contra Hereticos, 
Cap. 49. Nor in Philaftrivs’s Cataioguc, nor in Epspha- 
nis, nor in St. Auftin, nor in Theodoret, nor in Johannes 
Dasrafcenus’s Book de Herefiluss nor in the latter Herefr- 
ologifts, fuchas Alphonfus aCaftro & Prateolus, with feve- 
ral others: I cannot, I fay, find in all, or in any one of 
thefe the Herefie of not afferting the Ibree Perfons of the 
Bleffed Trinity to be Three diftine Injinite Minds, or Spi- 

- rits 3 no, nor yet the Herefie of denying tiem to be fo. 
But where then may we find it? Why, in this Author's 
Book. And therefore look no further 5 it is enough, 
that fo great a Maj/fer has faid it; whofe Authority in 
faying a Thing, is as good as another Man’s in prov- 
ing it, at any time : And he fays it (as we fee) pofi- 
tively, and perhaps (if need be) will be ready to take 
his lone Oath upon it, That fuch as deny his Hy- 

-pothefis are Hereticks. : 

Now in this cafe our Conditionis, in good earneft,ve- 
ry fad 3 and I know nothing to comfortus, but that the 
Statute de Hretico comburendo is Repealed. And well 
is it for the Poor Clergy and Church of Exglavd, that it 
is fo; for otherwife this Man would have kindled fich a 
Fire for them, as would have torrified them with a ven- 
geance. but ashe has ftocked the Church with fuch 
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plenty of New Hereticks (and all of his own making) fo 
could he, by a {way of Power, as Arbitrary as his Divi- 
nity, provide for themalfo fuch a Furzace as that of Ne- 
buchadnezzar (whom in his Imperious Meen and Hu- 
mour he fo much refembles) yet he muft not think‘ 
That the Sowd and Fingle of Self-Confcioufnefs and Mu- 
tual.Confcioufuefs ( how melodioufly foever they may 
tinkle in his own Ears ) will ever be able to Charm Men 
over to the Worfhip of his Jdol 5 or make them Sacrifice 
their Reafonand Religion either to Hi, or tothe New | 
Notions which he has fet wp. And indeed I cannot but 
here further declare,that to mc it feems one of the moft 
prepofterousand unreafonable thingsin Nature,for any 
one firft toaffert ThreeGods, and whenhe has fo wel 
furnifhed the World with Deities, to expect that al 
Mankind fhould fall down. and Worfhip Hiv. 
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CHAP. VL. 


In which is Confidered, What this Author pretends 
to from the Authority of the Fathers and 
School men, in behalf of bis Hyporhefis ; 
and {bewn,in the firft place, That neither do the 
Fathers own the Ibree Divine Perfons to be 
Three Diftiné&t Infinite Minds. zor Self- 
Confcioufnefs to be the Formal Rea(on of 
their Diftinétion. 


] Have in the foregoing Chapters debated the Point 
§ with this Author, upon the Reafon and Nature of 
the Thing it felf. Butthat is not all, which he pre- 
tends to defend hisCaufe by 5 endeavouring to coun- 
tenance it alfo with great Authorities; and that in 
thefe pofitive and remarkable words. 

This is no New Notion {ays he) but the conftant Do- 
drine both of the Fathers and the Schools, Page 101. 

Thefe are his very words; and I defire the Reader 
carefully toconfider,and carry them along with him in 
his Memory. For as they are as pofitive, as Confi- 
dencecanmake them: fo if they are notmade good to 
the utmoft, they ought feverely to recoil upon any 


one, who {hall prefume to exprefs himfelf at {uch a 
Rate. 


And 
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And now, that we may do him all the right that may 
be, The way to know, whether this Author's Hypo- 
thefis be the Conftant Doétrine of the Fathers and 
Schools, isin the firft place truly and fairly to fet down, 
what this Author’s Doctrine is, and wherein it does 
confift; as we fhall declare, what the received Do- 
@trine of the Fathers and Schools is, in our Eighth 
Chapter. 

Now we fhall find, That the whole Do@rine deli- 
~-vered by him concerning the Bleffed Trinity, is compres 
hended under, and reducible to thefe four Heads. 


Firft, That the Three Perfons in the Bleffed Trinity, 
are Three diftindt Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 

Secondly, That Se/f-Con{cioufnefs is the Formal Rea-! 
fon of Perfonality ; and confequently that each of the 
Divine Perfons is {uch by a diftindt Self-Con{cioufnefs pro- 
perly and peculiarly belonging to him. 

Thirdly, That the Three Divine Perfons being thus 
diftinguifhed from one another by a diftindt Self-Con{ci- 
me proper to each of them, are all United in one and 
the fame Nature by one Mutual Confcioufne/s Common 
to them all. And 

Fourthly and Laftly, That a Zrinity in Unity, and an 
nity in Trinity, by this Explication and Account given 
of it, isa very Plain, Eafte and Intelligible Notion. 


Thefe four Heads, or Particulars, I fay, contain in 
them a full and fair reprefentation of this Author's 
whole Hypothefis concerning the Oeconomy of the Ble/- 
fed Trinity ; And 1am well affured, That the knowing 
and Impartial Reader, neither will, nor can deny, that 
they dofo., | 
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In the next place therefore, that we may fee how far 
our Author makes good all the faid Particulars by the 
Authority of the Fathers, ashe has peremptorily promi- 
- fed and undertook to do, _I-think it requifite to confider, 
how the Fathers exprefled themfelves upon this Subject, 
and how this Author brings the faid ge years to his 

O 


purpofe. For furely the natural way of knowing any 
Writer’s Mind is by the Words and Expreffions, which 
he pretends to deliver his Mind by. But concerning 
thefe we have‘our Author declaring, 

Firft, That he has not troubled his Reader with the 
fignification of Effence, Hlypoftafis, Subftance, Subjiftence, 


Perfon, Exiftence, Nature, &c. Pag. 101. and fome of 
his Readers could give him a very good Reafon why, 


though I fear too true for him to be pleafed with. But 
the Reafons which he himfelf alledges for his not trou- 


bling his Readers either with thefe Terms, or the Ex- 


plication of them, are, 
Firft, Zhat they were very differently ufed by the Fathers 


themfelves, Page ror. And beit fo; yet ftill for all that, 


ufed by them they were ; and that not fo very differently 
neither; the chief difference having been about the 
words gaa and ~ztswac, which yet was fairly accorded, 


atid well migh fetled between the Greeks and the Latines, 


before the end of the 6th Century, as fhall be further 
made to appear in our Eighth Chapter. And his next 
Reafon for his not troubling his Reader (forfooth) with 


thefé Terms, is; Becaufe they have (ashe tellsus) very 


much ob{cured the Doctrine of the Trinity, inftead of explain 
ing it, Page 101. which being on¢of the chief Things, 
which, he might conclude, woald affuredly be difputed 
with Him; for Him thus to prefume it, before he had 
proved it, is manifeftly to beg the Queftion. In the 
mean time, certain it is, That thefe, and thefe only 
| were 
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were the Terms which the Fathers ufed in their Difputes 
about the Zriaity, and by which they managed them ; 
and confequently, were they never fo Ambiguous, Faulty, 
or Improper, (as they are muchthe contrary) yet, who- 
foever will pretend to give. the Sence of the Fathers, 
muft have recourfe to them, and do it by them; andto 
do otherwife, would beto difpute at Rovers, or (as the 
word is) to {peak without Book; which may much bet- 
ter become our Author in the Pulpit, than in the ma- 
nagement of {uch a Controverfie. 

And now let the Reader (whom he is fo fearful of 
troubling with any Thing that is to the Purpofe) judge, 
Whether this Man has not took a moft extraordinary 
way of proving his Doctrine tke very fame with the Fathers. 
For neither in the firft place does he fet down, what the 
Doctrine of the Fathers concerning the Trinity was 
which yet, one would have thought was abfolutely ne- 
ceflary for the fhewing how his own Dod@trine agreed 
with it, which he proteffed to be his defign: Nor, in 
the next place, does he either u/e, or Fe or offer to 
explain thofe Terms, which the Fathers all along deli- 
vered that their Doérine in; but is fo far from it, Zhat 
he reproaches, explodes, and utterly rejects them, as ferving 
only to obfcure this Doctrine, inftead of explaining it : 
Which, in my poor Judgment, is fuch a way ot pro- 
ving the Fathers on his fide, as perhaps the World never 
heard of before, and will be amazed at now. But itis 
his way, and it will not be long before we find him be- 
ftowing a like caft of his Kindnefs upon the School-men 
too. 

But fince, notwithftanding all this, He allows the 
Fathers ( good Men ) to have meant well, and taught 
right ; albeit, by reafon ofa certain Infelicity and Awk- 
wardnefs they had in reprefenting what they meant, by 
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what they wrote, their meaning ought, by no means, to be 
gathered from their ews words (as, poffibly alfo for the 
introducing a new and laudable Cuftom amongft the Fa- 
thers and Sons of the Church, that the Sors muft teach 
the Fathers to {peak) our Author has, for thefe andthe 
like Reafons, in great Charity and Compaffion to their 
Infirmities, provided two other and better words of his 
own Invention, viz. Self-Confcioufnefs, and Mutual- 
Con{cioufnefs, by which alone the True Senfe and Do- 


Qrrine of the Fathers, in all their Writings about this 


Article of the Zrinity, may, or can be underftood. 
Neverthelefs how kind foever this defign of his may 
be, yet to me it feems very unreafonable. For, in the 
firft place, it is, (upon the moft allowed grounds of 
Reafon ) ajuft, and a fufficient Prefumption, that the 
Fathers were wholly Strangers to what our Author in- 
tends by thefe two words, for that they never fo much 
as mention, or make ufe of the words themfelves: 
Whereas, to be Self-Confcious, and Mutually-Confcious, 
were things (no doubt) eafie enough, not only for the 
Fathers, but for any Man elfe of Common Senfe to find 
out and underftand ; and they mightalfo, without much 
difficulty, have been applyed to the Divine Nature, as 
wellas other Acts of Xnowledge ; and therefore fince the 
Fathers never ufed them in this cafe, it is but too plain, 
that they never thought them fit, or proper for this pur- 


pofe. For the Arian Controverfie was then, viz. in 


the 4th and 5th Centuries (in which alfo the moft Emi- 
nent of the Fathers wrote againft it) at the Higheft, 
Among which Writers, Gregory Nyffen (whom this 
Author fo often quotes.) has a Paflage, which in this 
cafe, isto me very remarkable, and a Rational ground 
to conclude, that he knew nothing of Mutual-Confciouf- 
nefs, as itis here applyed by this Author. For that, 

{peak- 
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{peaking of the Unity of the Divine Perfoas, in refpect 
of one Common (though Sixgle) Nature, he exprefles 
it by xowsens xgre 7 nz", inftead of which, certainly he 
could not have chofen a more appofite and proper place 


4 


to have exprefled the fame by a xows7ns xg-72 ; aa 
* cuvetdvov, had that Father had the fame | an oe Cov sit 
Notion of it, which this Author fo MUCH ymca dow avazarons. 
contends for. But it feems, he was either Sree a 
Seerdert . : : tia soias \0GS 
les Happy, or more judicious in this Parti- Tomy 2p. 465. Edit. Pa- 
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cular. And befides all this, it is moft wor- rif. 1615. 
thy to be Noted, That the very Terms in 

which the Orthodox Writers exprefled themfelves about 
the Zrinity, and whatfoever related to it, were feverely 
canvafed and examined, and fome of them fettled by 
Councils ; which isa fair proof, that the faid Terms 
were fixed and authentick, and exclufive of all others, 
and confequently of thofe of this Author, as well as of 
the Notion fignified by, and couched under them, which 
he would here with fuch Confidence obtrude upon the 
World, by and from the Credit of the Fathers, though 
their Writings demonftrate, that they were wholly uncon- 
cerned, both as to his Doctrines and his Expreffions. 

Nor can any Want, or Penury of words be here 
pleaded for their filence in this Matter, fince the. Greek 
being fo happy, above all other Languages, in joyning 
and compounding words together; in all probability 
had the Fortunes of Greece (as the word is) been con- 
cerned in the cafe, we might have heard of fome fuch 
words, as, av TooULioninc, and LO OTULUEIOWIS. Or fince moft 
fuch words, as in Englifh terminate in -neff, ufually in 
the Greek terminate in -u2:, poflibly we might have met 
with fome fuch made-words, as adracuvedsi0;, and 
novoruvadvaus, fince thefe do more properly import 
Confeioufnef than the former ; which rather fignifie Se/f- 

Confcience 
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Confcience and Mutual-Confcience, and fo in ftridtnefs of 
Speech, differ fomething from the other. But he who 
feeks in the Greek Fathers forthefe words, or any thing 
like them (as applyed to the Zrinity) may feek longer 
than his Eyes can fee. 

Nor will his Inqueft fucceed at all better amongft the 
Latines. For although that Language be extremely lefS 
copious than the other, and fo affords no one Latine 
word either for Se/fConfctoufnefs, or Mutual-Confciouf- 
nefs, but what we mutt firft make, and being made would 
found very barbaroufly ; yet, no doubt, there were ways 
and words enough to have otherwife expreffed the fame 
thing, had they found it the fitteft and beft Notion to 
have exprefled this great Articleby. But no fuch thing 
or word occurs in any of their Writings. 

But why dol {peak of the Greek and Latine Fathers > 
When the very Scheolmen, the boldeft Framers and In- 
ventors of Words and Terms, of all others, where they 
think them neceflary to exprefs their Conceptions by, 
notwithftanding all their Qusddities, Hacceities, and Per- 
feities, and the like, have yet no word for Se/f-Cox/ciosg- 
nefs and Mutual Confcioufnefs: which is a {ufficient De- 
monttration, that either the thing it felf never came in- 
to their Heads; or (which is moft likely) that they ne- 
ver thought it ofany ufe for the explication of this My- 
ftery, which yet they venture further at, than any other - 

“Writers whatfoever. 

But after all; though this Author is very much con- 
cerned to ward off the charge of Novelty and Singuh- 
rity from his Notions, (for which Icannot blame him; 
this being a charge fufficient to confound and crufh any 
{uch Notion applyed to fo Sacred and received an Article 
as the Zrinity) and for this caufe is not a little defirous 
to fhelter it with the Authority of the Fathers ; yet I af- 
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fure the Reader, That he is no lefs careful and concerned 
to keep the Glory of the Invention wholly to himfelf, and 
would take it very ill either of Fathers, School-men, or 
any. one elfe, fhould they offer to claim the leaft fhare in 
it. For heroundly tells us, That the Fathers were not fo 
happy as to hit upon his way of explaining this Myftery, Page 
126. Line 5. nay, and that, how right a Judgement foe- 
ver they might have of it, yet in down-right Fermis, 
That they knew not how to explain it, Page 126. Line 18. 
which, I confefs, isno fmall Complement pafled upon 
himfelf (a thing which he is feldom or never failing in) 
but, in good earneft, a very courfe one upon the Fa- 
thers. In fhort, he would appropriate the Credét of the 
New Invention entirely to himfelf, but with admirable, 
and more than Metaphyfical AbfiraGtion, at the fame 
time clear himfelf of the Novelty of #t ; and fo, in a word, 
prove it of at leaft 12 or 13 hundred years ftanding in 
the World ; when yet the Author of it was Born fince 
Conventicles began in England, as is wellknown. But 
I frankly yield him the Invention, as perfeQly liis own ; 
and fuch an one too, as he is more like to be known by, 
than ever admired for; and fo, much happinefs attend 
him with it. | | 

. But as little fuccefs as we have tad in feeking for his. 
Darling and feculiar Notion .of Se/f-Conf{cioufneS and 


Matual-Confcioufnef, in the Ancidnt Writers of the 


Church, we are like to find no more in feekiny for. his 
other equally efpoufed Notion and Opinion there, viz. 
That the Fhree Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity are Three 
diftin Infinite Minds, or Spirits: We find indeed. the 
terms COELOW TIA, LartsiLOKI<, Nitric, vee ss cre, Oe, bie 
not ome Titt'e of re. mevpcizx; of recis naliexcept 
where éoiz (as hinted before.) is fotetimes ufed in ‘the 
fame fenfe and fignification with <zteeo, And in this 

cafe 
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cafe (Tam fure ) no difficulty of framing Words, or 
Terms (as might poffibly in fome meafure be pretend- 
ed inthe Cafe of Self-Confcioufnefs.) can with any colour 
of Reafon be alledged for our not finding this Notion in 
the Fathers, had the-thing. it felf been atall there. For 
can there be any words more Obvious, and Familiar 
than re se wre oer, or Tecis Noes, in the Greek, or than 
Tres Spiritus, or Tres Mentes, in the Latine ? But neither 
one nor the other are to be met with any where amongft 
them, as applied to the Subject now before us. 

But in Anfwer to this, I expect that our Author will 
reply, That they are not the words [ Zhree diftind Inf- 
nite Minds, or Spirits) or thofe other (of Self-Con/ciou/- 
nefs and Mutual-Confcioufae/s | but the things meant and > 
fignified by them, which he affirms to be found in the 
Fathers. But this isthe very thing which IJ infift upon 
again{t him, viz. That the Non-ufage of thefe words, 
(nor any other equivalent to them) in the Works of thofe 
Ancient Writers, (while they were fo particularly, and 
nicely difputing this Matter) isa folid Argument, That 
neither are the things themfelves there. For that all thofe 
Great and Acute Men fhould mean the very fame thing 
with this Author, and not one of them ever light upon 
the fame words, is not rationally to be imagined. For 
What Reafon can be given of this? Was either the 
Thing it felf (as I noted before ) of fuch deep, or fub- 
Jime Speculation, as not to be reached by them? Or the 
Language, they wrote in, too {canty to exprefs their Spe- 
culations by? Or can we think that the Fathers wrote 
Things without Words, as fome do but too often write 
Words without Zhings 2 So that to me it is evident to a 
Demontftration, That the Fathers never judged, nor held 
in this Matter, as this Author pretends they did: And 
befides allthis, there is yet one Confideration more, = 
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that of greater weight with me, than all that has been, 
or can be objected againft this Man’s pretenfions, viz, 


153 


That it feemsto me, and I queftion not but to all So- 


ber Perfonselfe, (and that upon good reafon ) wholly 
unfuteable tothe wife and good Method of God’s Provi- 
dence, That a clear Difcovery of fucha Principal My fte- 
ry of the Chriftian Religion, as the Trinity is, fhould now 
at length be owing tothe Invention, or lucky Hit of any 
one Man's fingle Mind, or Fancy ; which fo many Pr 
ous, Humble, as well as Excellently Learned Perfons, 
with long and tedious fearch, and the hardeft ftudy, 
(and thefe, no doubt, joyned with frequent and fervent 
Prayers to God, to enlighten and direct them in that 
fearch) have been continually breathing after, but could 


never attain to for above Sixteen Hundred Years toge- 


ther. This, I freely own and declare, That I judge it 
morally impoffible for any ferious, thinking Perfon, ever 
to bring himfelf to the belief of ; and much lefs for any 
one, not intoxicated with intolerable Pride, to arrogate 
to Himfelf. To which fort of Perfons God never reveals 
any thing extraordinary for the good of the World, or 
of themfelves either. | 

But, fince I am now upon Daifputation, which 
has its proper Laws, and that this Author may have 
no ground of Exception, I will proceed to examine 
his a feemoer ne out of the Fathers, and try whether his 
Hy pothefismay be found there, where it is certain, that 
we can find none of his Terms. | 

And here, he firft begins with the Diftinétion of the 
Divine Perfons, where1 mutt remind him, That it is 


not the bare proving a Diffinction of Perfons, ( which 


nore, who acknowledges a Zrinity, either doubts of, or 
much lefs denies) which will here ferve his turn; but 


He mutt prove alfo, That they fland diflinguifhed as 
xX 


Three 
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Three diftintt Infinite Minds, or Spirits, and that this Di- 
{tinction is owing to Three diftinit Self-Confcioufneffes 
belonging torhem ; otherwife all his Proofs will fall be- 
fide his Hypothefs. 

This premifed, I will confider what healledges. And 
in the firft place he pofitively tells us, Page 101. That no 
Man who acknowledges a Trinity of Perfous, ever denied, 
That the Son and Foly Spirit were Intelligent Minds, or 
Beings. To which J Anfwer, 

Firft, That it is not fufficient for him, who advances a 
Controverted Propofition, that none can be produced, 
who before denied it ; but it lies upon him the Advancer 
ef it, to produce fome who have affirmed it. Forat 
much as a bare non-denial of a Thing, never before af- 
firmed, can of it felf neither prove nor difprove any 
Thing. But 

Secondly, I Anfwer further, That if none of the An- 
cient Writers did ever, in exprefs Terms, deny this, it 
was becaufe none had before in exprefs Terms afferted 
it. ButthenI add alfo, That the Anciears haveexprefly 
aflerted that, which irrefragably inferrs a Negation of 
the faid Propofition: For they have affirmed, That rhe 
Son and FToly Spirit are one fingle Intelligent Mind, and 
confequently that being fo, they cannot poifibly de more. 
And thisisa full Anfwer to this forry fhift ; for an Are 
sument, Iam fure, it defcrves not to be called, 

But he proceeds from Negatives to Pofitives, and tells 
us, Page rox. That itis the Conftant Lawzuage of the Fa- 
thers (for it feems he has read them all) hat the Son 
is the Subjiantial Word and Wifdom of the Father, and 
that this can be nothing elfe, but to fay, That he is an Intel- 
ligent Being, or Infinite Mind, And he is fo, I confefs. 
But does this inferr, That He is therefore a di/tind Intel- 
ligent Mind, or Being from the Father ? This we deny, 


and. 
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and it is the very Thing,- which he oughe-to prove. And. 
it is not come to that pafs yet ,. that we fhould take his 
bare affirmation fora Proof of whatheaffirms.. 5 
He comes now to Particulars, and tellsus, That Gre- © 
gory Nyffen (though,fince he neither mentions Book nor 
Page, this ought not to pa{s for a Quotation) calls the 
Son yoeesy tt vena, Which this Author renders Mind, or 
Intelle# : And I will not deny, but that it may, by con- 
fequence, import fo much ; but Iam fure it does not by 
direct Signification. Noeepy tt ypine, fignifies proper- 
ly, Res qguedam Intellectualis, or Intellectu pradita:. And 
fince nothing is fo, but a Mind, or: Spirit, it may.-(asI 
have faid) imply a Mizd, but it does not direttly fignifie 
jt. But admitting that. it does.both ; does this expreffion 
prove, That the Son is a yocepy rs Yona, aiffinit from 
the Father ? By no means: For not only the Soz,- but 
the Father may be called, Nasepy rs prea, and the oly 
Ghoft, Nosess zs: ypiue, and yet they are: not-Three 
Noted ypnpaliz, but gv voeepr yvpne. -And the Reafon 
of this is, becaufe Noeesy ype, is an Effential Attribute 
following the Divine Nature, and therefore common to 
all the Three Perfozs, and not a Perfonal Attribute pecu- 


iar to any oneof them: So that granting the Sox to be 
astruly and ‘properly vosepy re: ype, as this ‘Author 


would. have him; yet.we abfolutely .deny, “That heisa — 
di ftinct yoregy pHa, from the Father. And this Ex- 
— Tam fure, is far enough from proving him to 
eee | as et ee ae 
From NVy/fea, he padtes:to :St. -Athanafiac, whe (hie 
tells us) obferves out of thefe words of our: Saviour, 
“folm 10: 20..ty0 9 maedp ty top, that our Saviour does 
not fay, tye gf warip d dps, but % soph, and that, by 
fo fpeaking, he gave us a perfect Duality of Pexfons. mn 
the word écp§s, and an Unity of Nature in the word . 
ay “X 2 A 
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All which is very true, and that this diftintion of Per- 
fons overthrows the Herefie of Sabellius, and the Uni 
of their Nature, the Herefie of Arius ; But then this is 
~ alfo as true, that all this is nothing at all to our Author’s 
Purpofe, For how does this prove, either that the 
‘Three Divine Perfons are Three diftinct Infinite Minds, or 
Spirits? Or, that Seif-C or ee is the proper ground, 
or Reafon of their diftin&tion? Why, yes, (fays He) 
If the Father be an Eternal Mind and Witdom. then the Son 
ss alfo an Eternal, but begotten Mind and Wifdom: We 
true ;: but ftill I deny, that it follows hence, That the 
Eternal Mind, or Wifdom Begetting, and the Eternal 
Mind, or Wifdam Begotten, are Two distinit Minds, or - 
Wifdoms, but only one and the fame Mind, or Wifdom, 
under thefe Two ditintt Modifications of Begetting and be- 
ing Begot. 
SBut: he pretends to explainand confirm his Notion of 
adiftintt Mind, or Wifdom, out of thofe words of the 
Nicene Creed, in which the Son is. faidto be God of God, 
Light of Light, very God of very'Gud. . 

By which words, I cannot imagine, how this Author 
thinks to ferve his turn; unlefs that by Light muft be 
meant Infinite Wifdom,. or Infinitely Wife Mind, and that 
this muff alfo infer the. Father and Son to be Two dsftinét 
Infinitely Wife Minds, or Wifdoms, one iffuing from the 
Other. : 

But if fo, then the fame words will, and muft infer 
them alfo to be two diffinét Gods, and very Gods: For all 
thefe words ftand upon the fame level in the fame Sen- 
tence ; and then, if we do but joyn the Term [Di/tiné] 
4 a with every one of them, we fhall fee what 
—— Blafphemous Stuf will be drawn out of this 
ie € " ° . 
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* Inthe meantime let this Author know once for all, 
That Lignt of Light imports not here Two dsitind Lights, 
but ove Infinite i.ight unaer To dxf rent ways of Subjifting, 
viz. either by and jrom it fe/j,as it does in the Father,or of 
and from another,as it does 71 the Son. All whichis plain- 
ly and fully imported in an’ by the Particle [ of] figni- 
ying properly (as here applyed) Deriz:ation, or Commu 
sication in the thing whichit isapplyedto. And this is 
the clear undoubted fenfe of the \V ord, as it is ufed here. 
In the mean time, I hope the wfriazs and Socinians will 
joyn in a Letter of Thanks to this Author, for making 
fuch an Inference from the Nice..c Creed. 
In the next place, he comes to St. Auffin; where, 
though I am equally at a lofs to tind how he proves his 
Point by him, any more than by tacfe whom he has al- | 
ready produced; yet I will tranfcribe the whole Quota Qua ra 
tion into the Margin, that fo both the Reader may have-sia co. 
it under his Eye, and the Author have no caufe to come git, ut di- 
plain, that he is not fairly dealt with. scr eaad 


um Pa- 
trem non 
elle fapientem nifi habendo fapientiam quam genuit , non exiftendo per fe pater fapi- 
entia. Deinde fi ita eft, Filius quoque ipfe, ficut dicitur, Deus de Deo, Lumen de Lu- 
mine, videndum eft utrim poflit Sapiertia de Sapiemiidici, fi non eft Deus pater ipfa 
fapientia, fed tanttm Genitor fapientiz. Quod fi tenemus , cur non & magnitudinis 
fue, & bonitatis, & zternitatis, & omnipotentia fue Generator fit ? utnon ipfe fit fua 
magnitudo, & fua bonitas, & fua xternitas, & fua Omnipotentia, fed ed magnitudine 
magnus fit, quam genuit, & ¢4 bonitate bonus, &c, Aug. Tom.3. Lib. 6..de Trinitates. 


Now that which he would infer from thence, feems 
tobe this, That God the Father is Infinitely Wife, by a 
Wifdom of his own, diftin@ from that Wifdom by 
Which the Soz is called The Wifdom of the Father; and 
confequently, that they are Two diftinét InfiniteWifdoms, 
or Inbith Wife Ziinds. ‘This, Ufay, is that which he 
would inferr, and argue from St. Asitin, or I know not. 
what elfe it canbe. - 

ut 
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But this is by no means deducible from his words : for 
the Father is wife by one and the fame Infinite W7i[dom 
equally belonging both to the Farher and the Sox , but 
not by it under that peculiar Formality, as st belongs to 
the Son. For it belongs to the Sov, as Communicated to 
Fitm , whereas it belongs to the Father, as Originally in 
and from Himfelf. ) | 

And whereas it is objected , That if the Father fhould 
be Wife by the Wifdom which he Begot, then he could not be 


faid to be Wife by aWifdom of his own, but only by a Begot= 


ten Wifdom proper to the Son. I Anfwer, That neither 
does this follow ; fince it is but one and the fame E/ffea- 
tial Wifdom in both, viz. in him who Begets , and in . 
him who is Begotten: Though [4s] ét és t2 bim who is 
Begotten,it is not after the fame way in Him who Begets : 
So that it is this determining Particle [as, or Quatenus] 
which by importing a diftinCtion of the manner, caufes a 
quite different application of the Term,while the Thing 
is ftillthe fame. For the Father him{elf is not denomina- 
ted Wife , even by that very W2/dom that is Effential to 
Him, confidered as Perfonally determined to the Son; for 
{fo it muft be confidered as Derived and Communicated, 
and no Divine Perfection can agree to the Father under 


“the Formal Confideration of [Derived andCommunicated] 


albeit the Thing it felf , which is Derived and Communi- 


cated, abfolutely confidered, may and does. Ina word, 
the Father is Wife by one and the fame Wifdom, which 
is both in himfelfahd in his Son, but not by it, as st és 

tn the Son. 7 | 
But, by the way, it is worth obferving , That this 
Man'who herd. inthe 102 and 103 Pages ‘denies the Fa- 
ther to be Wife by this Begotten Wifdom, which the Son is 
here calicd (and which,in the Senfe we have now given 
of it,is very true) and alledges St. duffin and —_ to 
| abett 
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abett him in it. This very Man, I fay, Page 131. Line 
24. affirms, That the Son is that Wi/dom and Knowledge, 
wherewith his Father knows himfelf: Where, If for the 
Father to be Wife and to know himfelf be formally the fame 
Act, and as much the fame as his Wi/dom and Xnow- 
ledge can be, as it is manifeft, they are; then I leave ir 
tothis Auther to tell us, which of thefe two Affertions 
is falfe, for both of them, I am fure, cannot te true: But 
he who makes nothing to contradict himfelf within the. 
compa{s of rwoor three Pages (and fometimes as many 
Lines) may do it cum Privilegio at the diftance of near’ 
Thirty. | 

And whereas it is urged again from the fame place in: 
St. Auftin, That if we fay the Father begets his own Wifdom, 
we may aswellfay, That he Begets his own Gooduefs, Great-- 
nefs, Eternity, &c. | 

I Anfwer, No doubt but we may fay one as well as 
the other, but that in Truth and Propriety of Speech, 
we can fay neither : For God cannot properly be faid ro. 
beget Wifdom, and much lefs his own Wifdom, nor indeed 
any of hisother Attributes, or PerfeGtions Effentially ta- - 
ken and confidered ; he may indeed be faid to Commua-- 
nicate them, and by fuch Commmnication to Beget aSon. . 
But flill, thougy thefe are thus faid to be Communicated, 
it is the Perfon only, who is, or can be properly faid to 
be Begotten. 

But our Author tells us, Page 103. out of the next. 
Chapter of St. Au/fin (the words of which ne fhould have 
dove wellto have quoted) that he there calls God rhe - 
Father, Sapientia Ingenita, and the Son, Sapientia Genita, 
and are not thefe Zwo diftinct Infinite Wifdoms ? - 

I Anfwer,No: For that the Wifdom here fpoken of, is 
not taken Adfolutely and Effentially, but only Perfonaly::  ~ 


That is, for Wifdom under two feveral Modifications ; . 
| which . 


— 
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which Modifications, though they diverfife and diffm- 
guifh the Thing they belong to, yet do not multiply it. 
For {till icis one and the fame Wifdem, which is both 
Genita and Ingenita, though as ét és one, it is not the 
other. Sapientia, or Wifdom, confidered Adfolutely and 
Effentially in it felf, belongs in Common to all the Zhree 
- Perfons ; but with the Term Geasta, or Ingenita joyned 
with it, itimports a peculiar Mode of Subjiffence, which 
determines it toa particular Perfonality : So that Sapien- 
tia quatenus Genita properly and only denotes the Per- 
‘fon of the Son. In like manner when the 7hird Perfor 
of the Zrixity is called the Spirit, the Term Spérit is 
not there taken Effentially for that Jafnite Immaterial, In- 
corporeal Nature, Abfolutely confidered (for fo it is com- 
mon to allthe Three Perfors) but for that Zafnite Incor- 
poreal Nature, Quatenus procedens aut fpirata, and under 
that peculiar Mode of Subjfiffence, it belongs not to the 
other Iwo Perfons, but {lands appropriate only to the 
Third. Neverthelefs this makes them not Zhree diftin€ 
Infinite Spirits.(as we havealready fhewn) but only one 
Infinite Spirit wader Three diftintt Modalities. Accord- 
ingly, when the Son is here called the Wi/dom of the Fa- 
ther, that very Term [of the Father] imports a Modifi- 
cation of it peculiar to the Soa, but yet this Modificati- 
on does not make it another Wifdom, frdm that which is 
in the Father; fince one and the fame Wi/dom may fu- 

{tain feveral determining Modes. | 
Our Author's next Quotation is out of Peter Lombard, 
Page 103. whom (for the Credit of what he Quotes 
from him) he ftyles the Oracle of the Schools ( though he, 
who fhall read Lambertus Deneus upon the firft Book of 
his Sentences, will quickly find what a Doughty Oracle 
he is.) The Paffage quoted, proceeds upon the fame 
Notion which we find in the foregoing Citation out of 
: St. Auflin, 
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St. Auftin, whom he alfoalledges for it. Neverthelefs, 

I fhall Tranferibe this alio, as I did the other, both 

for the Choice Stuff contained in it, as alfo that the 

Reader may haveit beforehim, and thereby fee, what — 
ufe onr Author isable to make of it for his purpofe. ee Te 
That the 
Father foould be wife only by the Wifdom he begee s} quia fi hoc eft ibi effe quod fapere, non 
per illam fapcentiam quam genuit fapiens dicitur Parer, alioquin non ipfa ab illo ted ile ab 
ipsa eit. 3) enim (avientia quam genuit caufa eft iliiut fapiens fir, etiam ur fit ipfa ili 
cauia eft; quod fieri non poteft nif1 gignendo eum aut ‘aciendo: Sed nec genetricen) nec 
conditriceny @atcis ullo modo quifquam dixerit Sapientiam. Quid enim infanius ? &c. 
Lib, 1. Dift. 32. Cap. 3. 


Firft ofallthen, he tells us, Z4at in God to be, and to 
be Wife, u the famething. And I grant it, with refpe& 
to the Abfolute Simplicity of the Divine Nature: but, 
for allthat, I muft tell him, That to Be, and to be Wife, 
fall under two formally diftinét Conceptions, of which 
the former does not include the latter ; and that for this 
Reafon, fuch as treat Scholattically of thefe Matters, 
do always allow a formal difference between them, and 
never treat of them, but as fo confidered. And let me 
tell him alfo, that this confideration looks yet fome- 
thing further ; as inferring,” That Things formally die 
ftinét, muft have forma/ly diftin® Effe@s ; fo that the 
formal Effet of one cannot be afcribed to the other. 
And moreover, thatit is a very grofs Abfurdity to con- 
found the Formal Caufe with the Efficient, and fo, to are 
gue from one, as you would do from the other. 

Which Obfervation: being thus laid down, let us fee 
ped this Man and his Oracle argue inthe Cafe. Andit 
is thus. 

Df the Wifdom which He (viz. God the Father] Begerts, 
be the caufe of his being wife, then it is the caufe aljo of 
bis very Being. 
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In Anfwer to which, I deny the Confequence. For 
that Wifdom is the caufe of one’s being Wife only dy 2 
formal Caufality, viz. by exifting in Him, and affecting 
him in fuch a particular way : and this it does without 
being the Caufe alfo of his Exiffence, that being a Thing 


— formally diftin® from his Being Wife: And therefore, 


though Wifdom, Igrant, mut prefuppofe the Exiftence 
of the Subje@t, where it has this Effe@ : Yet it does not 
formaily caufe it ; or rather indeed, for this very reafon, 
cannot poffibly do fo. | 

But he proceeds and argues further, viz. Zhat Suppofing 
the Wifdom Begotten bythe Father were the Caufe both of his 
Being, and of bis being Wife, then it muf be fo either by 
Begetting, or Creating him, (for fo I Interpret Condjtri- 
cem) but for one to fay, That Wifdom is any way the Be- 
getter, or Maker of the Father, would be the height of 
Madnefs. 

It would be foindeed. And fo on the other fide to 
attempt to prove the Father and the Son to be Two dj- 
Stintt Infinite Minds by fuch ftrange, odd, uncouth No- 
tions as thefe, which St. duis himfelf ( particularly 
treating of them in his 7 and 15 Books de 7rinitate) con. 
fefles to be Queftiones inextricabiles, this, I fay, (what- 
foever may be the height of Maduefs) is certainly not rhe 
height of Difcretion, Neverthelefs, as to the Argument 
it felf, I deny the Confequence. And that becaufe the 
Begetting, or any otherwife Producing a Thing imports 
a Caufe operating by a proper Efficiency, or Caufality ; 
whereas Wifdom, being only the formal Caufe of one’s 
being Wife, (as it would be no other, could it be the 
Caute of one’s very Being alfo) operates only by an In- 
ternal, Improper Caufality, wz. in a word, Wif/dom 
makes one Wife, as Whitenefs makes a Thing White, 
not by producing any Thing in him, but by Exifting in 

him, 
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him, and affe@ting him by it felf, after fuch a certain 
manner, and thereby giving him fucha certain Deno- 
mination. 

Now from hence let any one judge how forcibly and 
Philofophically this Man Difputes ; the Truth is, were 
the whole Argument Conclufive, it were nothing tohis 
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purpofe. But I was willing to fhew, That his way of - 


arguing isas defective, as the Thing he Argues for is 


Abfurd. 

Neverthelefs let us fee, what the main Conclufion is, 
which he would draw from the Premifes. Why, it is 
this, Zhat the Father is Eternal Wifdom, or Mind, and the 
Son Eternal Wifdom and Mind. 1 give you his very 


Terms. And who denies this ? Or what does it conclude | 


for him? For {till I ask, Does he who fays, That the 
Father is Eternal Wifdom, or Mind, and the Son Eternal 
Wifdom and Mind, by faying fo, affirm, That the Fa- 
ther and the Son are Zwo diftint Eternal Wifdoms, or 
Minds > Any more than he who fays, That the Father 
is God, and the Son God, affirmsthem to be Zwo diftinct 
Gods > Let him fay it if he can; and he fhall not fail 
at a through Confutation as foon as it can be Printed 

off. | 
But to give the Reader an Account of the whole mat- 
ter in fhort. This Author has efpoufed a very Hetero- 
dox and dangerous Notion, viz. That the Three Perfons 
of the Bleffed Trinity are Three diftinit Infinite Minds, or 
Spirits ; and in order to the proof of this, would per- 
{wade us, That there are Zwo diftintt Wifdoms, one in 
the hag’ and the other in the Son; and that for this 
Reafon : Becaufe tne Father, who is Bifeatially Wife, 
cannot be faid to be Wife by that begottenWifdom, which 
is in the Son (albeit the pes ts yet faid to be the Wi/dom of 
the Father) but thatthe Father muft have one distinct 
Y2 Wifdom 
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Wifdom of his own, and che Son another diftinll Wif- 
dom of his own. This, I am fure, isthe fuli Account of 
his Argument frora topto bottom. In Anfwer to which, 
I have plainly and undeniably fhewn, That the Father 
is Wife by one and the fame Elfertial Wifdom, common 
to Father, Son and Holy Gho;', though not under that 
particular Mcdification, as ic Sub{fitis in the other Two 
Perfons, but by that peculiar Modification, by which it 
is appropriated to, and Subfitts in his own, And that 
thofe different Modifications do not, for al! that, make 
it any more than one fingle Numerical Wifdom, but on- 
ly one and the fame under fo taany diftindd Modes of Syb- 
Siftence, determining it to fo many diftinct Perfonali- 
e2es, 

This is the Sum both of his Opinion and of mine, and 
I referr it to the Judicious Reader to arbitrate the Cafe 
between us, with this profeffion. and promife, that if 
in all, or any one of the Quotations alledged by him he 
can fhew, That it is cither exprefly affirmed, or necef- 
farUy implyed,7hat the Father and the Son are two diftinét 
Infinite Minds, 1 will, without {further proof of any 
fort, forthwith yield him the Caué, and withal renounce 
all my poor fhare in Common Senfe and Reafon 3 nay, 
and all belief of my own Eyes for the future. 

But there is one Claufe more, which he brings inas 
one part of his main Conclusion, Page 103. Line 33. Viz. 
That if we confefs this of the Father and the Son, to wit, 
That they are each of them Eternal Mind, or Wijdom, 
there can be no di[pute about the Holy Ghoft who is Eternal 
Mind, and Wifdom, diftinét both from Father and Son, 

Now this is perfectly gratis d:fum, without either 
proof, cr pretence of proof; and that whether we re- 
{pect the Orthodox, or the Heterodox and Heretical. 
Andy 

Firft, 


Pee ste 
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Firft, For the Orthodox, they urt:rly deny the Ho/y 
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Ghoff to be an Eternal Mind, or Wifdom diftinét both. 
fromthe Father’and the Sow ; and I challenge this Aue, 


thor to produce me but one reputed Orthedox Writer, 
who ifs it. Inthe mean time, it argues no {mall 
Confidence (to give it the mildeft Term) in this Man 
to Affert that as certain, and without Difpute, which is 
neither granted on one fide, nor fomuchas pretended to 
be proved on the other. But 

Secondly, If we refpect the Heterodox and Heretical, 
who (no doubt) cam difpute as muchas others, will this 
Man fay, That thefe alfo grant this his Affertion about 
the Holy Ghoft without any difpute ? No, it is certain, that 
they neither do, nor will. For this Author may he 
pleafed to obferve, That as fome in the Primitive Times, 


allowed the Son to be only Jske the Father ; fo they made — 


the Holy Ghoft a downright Creature, and an inferiour 
Agent to both. Such were the Mvewuatoucya under 
their Head and Leader Macedonius ; as we {ce in St. 
Auftin de Herefibus, Cap. 52. hereby placing him as 
much below the Son, as they had placed the Sow be- 
Jow the Father, or rather more. Whereupon I appeal 
even tothis Author himfelf, whether thofe who did fo, 
would without all difpute have allowed the Holy Ghoft to 
be an Eternal Infinite Mind, or Wifdom, diflinct both 
from the Father and the Son ; and upon that Account, 
Effentially and Neceflarily equal to them both? Let this 
Author rub his Fore-head, and affirm this if he can; and 
for the future take notice, That it becomes a True and 
Solid Reafoner, where a Thing is difputed, fairly to 
prove it, and not boldly and barely to prefume it. 

In the laft place he alledges the Judgment of af the 
Fathers indefinitely in the Cafe. And truly where he 


cannot cite fo much as one of them to the purpofe, I 
think 
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think he does extremely well to make thort work of it, 
and with one bold Impertinent ftroke to alledge them 
all together. 

His Allegation is this, Zhat i is ufual with the Fathers 
to reprefent the Three Perfons in the Bleffed T, rinity as di- 
ftint as Peter, James and John. Well ; and what 
then ? Why ; That then the faid Three Perfons are Three 
diftinit Infinite Minds, or Spirits. I deny the Conte. 
quence, and to givea particular An{wer to this general 
Allegation, I tell him, That it is a Fallacy of the A 
monymy of the Word, and that the Term Las diftind] 
is Ambiguous : For it may either fignifie, 

I. As Real. Or, 

— & As Greata Diftinétion. | 

As for the firft, I grant, That the Zbree Perfons inthe 
Blefled Trinity differ as really as Peter, Fames, and John; 
Forafmuch as they differ by fomething in the Thing it 
Self, or ex parte rei, antecedent to, and independent up- 
on any Apprehenfion, or Operation of the Mind about 
it; which is a Real difference, and whatfoever is fo, is 
altogether as Real as the Difference between one Mian 
and another can be. But, 

Secondly, If by Real diftin@ion be meant as great a 
diftinition, fo we utterly deny that the Zhree Rivine 
Perfons differ as much as Peter, and Fames, and Fohz do, 
or that the Fathers ever thought they did fo. For this 
Would inferr a greater difference, or diftinction between 
them, than even our Author himéelf will allow of; even 
fuch a difference,as reaches to a Divifion,or Separation of 
the Perfons fo differing, And {ince it is impoffible for 
the Perfons of the Trinity to differ fo, it is hard to ima- 
gine upon what bottom of Reafon our Author fhould 
meafure the Diftinétion, or Difference of the Zhree Di. 
vine Perfons, by the Diftin@ion, or Difference, that is 

. between 
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between, Peter, fames,and fobs. For though the Zhree 
Divine Perfons ditter as really, yet it iscertain, that they 
donot differ as much. But what the Fathers alledged only 
as an Illuftration of the Cafe, this Man is pleafed to 
make a direct proof of his Point, which by his Favour, 
isto ftretch it a little too far: For, if he would make 


the foregoing Examplea Parallel Inflance to the Thing. 


which he applies it to, it would provea great deal too 
much, (as has been fhewn)and therefore as to the Thing, 
which it is brought for, does indeed prove nothing at 
all. Now the Thing it is brought to prove, is, Zhat 
the Three Divine Perfons are Three diftinct Infinite Minds, 
or Spirits ; but fince we have fhewn, That a Real Diffe- 
rence, or Diffinction, may be much fhort of fuch an one 
as is between two or more Minds, or Spirits, (which we 
own to be as great, as between two or more Men) it 


follows, That the Real Difference, which is between the _ 


Three Divine Perfons, cannot prove them to be fo many 
diftintt Minds, or Spirits. \n thort, cur Authors whole 
Argument amounts to no more but this (which, though 
jt may found fomething jocularly, is really and ftrict- 


‘ly true) viz. That ‘becaufe Peter, fames, and fobs are 


fo many Men, therefore Father, Son, and Floly Ghoft are 


‘fo many Minds, A pleafant way of Arguing certainly. 


I have now examined all that this Author has alledg- 
ed about the di/tinction of the Three Divine Perfons, and 
I have done it particularly and exactly, not omitting any 
cone of his Quotations. But how comes it to pats all 
this while, that we have nor fo much es one Syllable 


out of the Fathers, or School-men, in behalf of Self- _ 


Confcioufnef ? Which being, according to this Author, 
the Con/tituent Reafon of the Perfonality and Perfonal Di- 
ftinétion of the Three Divine Perfons, will he pretend to 


‘prove the Diftinction it felf fromthe Fathers, and at the. 


fame 
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fame time not {peak one Tittle ofthe Principle, or Rea- 
fon of this Di'tinction 2 Or will he profefS to prove his 
whoie Hypothefis by the Authority of the Furhers, and 
yet be filent uf Self-Confcioufne/s, which he himfelt makes 

one grand and principal pare of the faid Hypothefis ? 
Certainly, one would think, that the very fhame of the 
World, and that Common Awe and regard of Truth, 
Which Nature has imprinted upon the Minds of Men, 
fhould kcep any one from offering to impofe upon Men 
in fo grofs and fhamelefs a manner, as to venture to call 
a Notion or Opinion, the Contant Doctrine both of the 
Fathers and the Schools ; nay, and to profefs to make it 
out, and fhew it to be fo, and while he is fo doing, not 
to to produce one Father, or Schoolman, \ fay ayain, not 
fo much as one of either in behalf of that, which he {fo 
confidently and exprefly avows tobe the joynt Sentiment 
of Both. This furely isa way of proving, or rather 
of impofing peculiar to Himiclf. But we have feen how 
extremely fond he is of this new Invented Term and 
Notion: And therefore fince he will needs have the 
Reputation of being the fole Father and Begetter of the 
Fopefudl Ifue, there is no Reafon in the World that An- 
tiquity fhould find other Fathers to maintain it. 


eee 
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CHAP. VIL 


In which is foewn, That the Paffages alledged by 
this Author out of the Fathers do xot prove 
Mutual-Confcioufnels to be that, wherein 
the Unity cf the Divine Nature in the 
Three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity does 
Confift: But that the Fathers place it in 
fomething elfe. 


O? Author having undertook to make good his 
Do@trine about the Bleffed Trinity, from the Fa- 
thers; and that bothas to the Diftinction of the Divine 
Perfons, and alfo asto their Unity in the fame Nature ; 
And having {aid what he could from thofe Ancient Wri- 
ters, for that new fort of Diftinétion which he afcribes 
tothe faid Perfons, in the former part of his 4th Setion, 
which I have confuted in the preceding Chapter; he 
proceeds now, in the following, and much longer part 
of the fame Section, to prove the Unity of the Zhree 
Perfons in one and the fame Nature, according to his 
own Hypothiefis. 

And the Proofs of this we fhall reduce under thefe 
Two following Heads, as eontaining all that is alledged 
by him upon this point of his Difcourfe, viz. 


Z, : Firft, 
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Firft, That it is one and the fame Numerical Divine 


.. Nature, which belongs to all the Zhree Divine Perfons. 


And, 

Secondly, That the Thing, wherein this Numerical 
Unity of the Divine Nature does confift, ts that Mutual- 
Confcioufnef/s, by which all the Zhree Perfons are inti- 
mately Confcious to one another of all that is known by, 


or belongs to each of them in particular. — 


. And herethe Authority of the Fathers is pleaded by 
him for both of thefe, and I readily grant it for the 
firft, but however fhall examine what this Author pro- 
duces for the one, as well as for the other. | 

- But before I do this, I muft obferve to him, That if 
that Diftinction Afferted by him between the Divine 
Perfons, whereby they ftand diftinguifhied as Three Zx- 
finite Minds, or Spirits, holds good, all his proofs of the 
Unity of their Nature will come much too Jate. - For 
he has thereby already deftroyed the very Subject of his 
Difcourfe; and it is in vain to feek, wherein the Nume- 
rical Unity of the Divine Nature (as it belongs to the 
Three Perfons) does Confift, after he has affirmed that, 
which makes fuch an (nity utterly impoffible. And it 
has been fufficiently proved againft him in our 5th Chap- 
ter, That Zhree Infinite Minds or Spirits, can never be 
one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, nor confequently 
one God, Three diftind Spirits can never be otherwife 
One, than by being United into one Compound, or 
Colective Being, which, (could fuch a Thing be ad- 


_ mitted here) might be called indeed an. Onion, 


but aa Unity properly it could not. And hereup- 
on I cannot but obferve alfo, That this Author ve- 
ry often ufes thefe Terms promifcuoufly, as if @nion 

and 
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and Unity, being United into One, and being One, fignifi- 
ed the very fame Thing ; whereas, in ftrictnefs and pro- 
priety of Speech, whatfoever Things are United into 
One, cannot be Originally One ; and ¢ Converfo, what- 
foever is Originally One, cannot be fo, by being United 
into One: for as Suidas explains the word, evwns cienray 


I7!I 


2 ries ty cuss SG2l rd medymara, that isto fay, Uni- 


on is fo called from the prefling [or thrufting] together 
feveral Things into one. But our Author, who with 
great profoundneds, tells us of the fame Nature in Three di- 
(tint Perfons being United into One Numerical Effence, or 
God-head, Page 118. Lines 9, 10. has certainly a diffe- 


rent Notion of @/sion from all the World befides. For. 


how one and the fame Nature (though in never fo ma- 
ny diftinét Perfons; fince it is ftill fuppofed the fame in 
all) can be faid to be @nited into any one Thing, I be- 
lieve furpaffes all Humane Apprehenfion to conceive ; 


- @nioxin the very Nature ofit, being of feveral Things, 


not of one and the fame. Y defire the Reader to confult 
the place, and to extract the beft fenfe out of it that he 
can. 

And thus having prefented our Author with this Pre- 
liminary Obfervation, I fhall now proceed to confider 
how he acquits himfelf in the fir/# Zing undertook by 
him, viz. The proving a Numerical Unity of Nature in 
the Zhree Divine Perfons, out of the Fathers; which tho 
Ido as readily grant, andas firmly believe, as this Au- 
thor does, or can; yet I think it worth while to fhew, 
with what Skill, Decency, and Refpect he Treats the 
Fathers upon this Subje@. 

And here in the firft place he tells his Reader, Zhat 
this being a Myftery fo great, and above all Example in Na- 
ture, it is mo wonder if the Fathers found it neceffary toufe 
Several Examples, and to allude to feveral kinds of Union 

Z 2 to 
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to form an adequate Notion of the Unity of the God-head. 
And withall, Zhat they take feveral fieps towards the Ex» 


"plication of this great Myftery, viz. of an Unity of Na- 


ture ina Trinity of Perfons, page 106. In our Exami-. 
nation of which Paflages Spe his former words 
to be confidered elfewhere ) we will firft confider the 
fleps which (he fays ) the Fathers made towards the 


Explication of this Miftery. 


And thefe, he tells us, are Two. 


Firft, The zo Sucdémoy, or Gucsnizns, (é.e.) the Coeffen- 
tiality of the Divine Perfons, whereby'all the Zhree Per- 
fons of the God-bead have the fame Nature, Page 106. 

Secondly the other is a Numerical Unity of the Di~ 
vine Effence, or Nature, Page 121. Line 6. which (to. 
an{wer one Greek word with another) we may call the 
ao ty, or the ixézng # datas, or votes, St. Cyril authorizing 
the Expreffion, whom we find {peaking of an é4zng gu- 
anh ty Borodrs ev Te TATE) Hy UB x, Me Mana, as Ammo-. 
nius Cites him in his Catena upon Fobn 17.11, 21. 


Now as this Ssc0dn0r, or Samenefs of Nature, and this 
Numerical Unity of Nature, lying fifteen whole Pages, in: 
this Author’s Book, diftant from one another, muft be. 
confeffed to make a very /arge ftride; fo, for all that, 
they will be found to make but an infignificant frep, as. 
fetting a Man not one jot further than he was before. 
For astouching thofe Words and Terms, which th2 Fa-. 
thers ufed to exprefs the Unity of the Divine Nature by, 
I dohere, without any demurr, affirm to this Author, 
That Coeffentiality, Samenefs of Nature, and Samenefs of 
Effence, all fignified by the 70 Scsogsi0v, or 600157n5, as. 
alfo Unity of Nature, and Unity of Effence, exprefied by 
the 73 &, or &Sang 4 golzs, or guoees, do all of them, in. 

the. 
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the fenfe of the Fathers denote but one and the fame 
Thing, viz. A Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature, on- 
ly, I confefs, with fome Circumftantial Difference, as. 
to the way, or manner of their fignification. For, 

1. The rd ducgour, fignifies Unity of Nature, witha 
Connotation of fome Things, or Perfons to whom it be- 
longs. Upon which Account it is, that St. Ambrofe 
(whom this Author cites) fpeaking of this word in his 
3d Book, Chap. 7. tells us, That Sccosciov alind alii, now 
ipfum eff fbi: Nor indeed is any Thing faid to be the 
fame, but with refpect to fome Thing, or Circumftance 
befides ic feif. And therefore no wonder if the peasciov 
was anciently rejected, fince the +d p20, relating to the 
Perfon, whom the &z belongs to, muft import a Sin- 
gularity of Perfowas well as an Unity of Effence, which 
would: be contrary to the Catholick Faith. But, 

2. The rd év, or the &an5 8 gaze, or pusews, fignifies. 
nity of Nature, or Effence, without Connotration of any 
to whom it belongs: Not but that it does really and in-. 
deed belong to the Zhree. Divine Perfcns, but that ac- 
cording to the {trict and proper. ftgnification and force of | 
the word, it does not connote, or imply them, but ab- 
{tracts, or prefcinds from them. | 

And this is a true Accountof thefe words,by which the 
Fathers (withcut making more fteps than one) intend- 
ed and meant the fame Thing, viz.a Numerical Unity 
of the Divine Nature, beloaging to all the. Zhree Perfons, 
only with this difference, That the §eesc:5rns fignifies 
the @xity of the Divine Nature, with a Connotation of 
the Perfousin whom it is; which alo gives it the Deno-- 
mination of Samene/s ; and that the +) 2v, or the &3rne, , 
fignifies the Uaity of the fame Nature abfolutely and ab-- 
ftractedly, without imploying, or co-fignifying any re- 
{pet to thofe in. whom it is, and to whom it.belonge.. 

90) 
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So that thefe words (as much Zwo as they are) yet in 
the fenfe and meaning of the Fathers, import but one 
and the fame @/ity. 

But our Author tells us, That though indced the Fa- 
thers own as Unity of Nature inthe Divine Perfons, yet, 
fince there is a Specifick, as well as a Numerical Unity, 
the Difpute is here, which of thefetwo Uziries we thall 
aflign to the Divine Nature, with reference to the Di 
wine Perfons. | sa 8 

And for this ; He tells us, That Peravius and Dr. Cud- 
worth have abundantly proved, That the Nicene Fathers 
did not underftand the word izos057n; of a Numerical, Sut 
of a Specifical Samenefs of Nature, or the agreement of 
Things Numerically different from one another in the fame 
Common Nature, Page 106. about the end. 

In Anfwer to which,I mut confefs my telfvery unfit to 
take fuch Great and Truly Learned Perfons to task, and 
that upon comparing this Author and Petavius together 
(if there can be any comparifon between them) { find 
much more Reafon to believe that he miftook the mean- 
ing of Petavius, than that Petavius could miftake the 
meaning ofthe Fathers. 

But however, I fhall lay down this as a Conclufion, 
which I taketo be undoubtedly true, viz. That the As- 
cient Fathers, as well the Nicene, as thofe after them, 
held only a Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature in the 
Perfons of the Bleffed Zrinity: That is, in other words, 
They held and acknowledged one Numerical God, and 
no more. This Conclufion I hold, and have good rea- 

fon to believe, That neither Petaviws nor Dr. Cudworth 
fhall be ableto wreftit from me: For the chief Reafon 
of fome Men’s charging the Fathers with holding a Spe- 
cifick Unity of Nature amongft the Divine Perfons, is 
drawn from this, That fome of them, and particularly 
Maximus 
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Maximus and Nyffen (cited by this Author) feem to ar- 
gue from that Specifick Unity of Nature which is found 
in feveral Individual Men, to an Unity of the Divine Nae 
ture in the Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity. | 

To which I Anfwer, That the Fathers never ufed the 
Example of Three or more Individual Men, agreeing 
in the fame Nature asa Parallel Inftance ofthe fame fort, 
or degree of @/nity with that which is in the Zhree Di- 
vine Perfons ; but always alledged it, ome, or (perhaps 
fometimes) oth of thefe two ways. 


Firft, By way of Allufion, or Illuftration (as I have 
already noted in the foregoing Chapter) and as it is the 
neareft Refemblance of, and Approach to this Divine 
@nity of any that could be found in Created Beings. For 
{till their Argument proceeds only by the %:G@ and the 
cies on the one fide, and the &zzs on the other, (as ap- 
pears from that place quoted out of Maximus, P. 107.) 
which Terms furely do not of neceffity import an Jden- 
tity of the Cafe, but only fome Similitude in the parts 
of the: Comparifon. | 

Secondly, The Fathers ufed the forementioned Exam- 
ple as an Argument 4 mixore ad majus, viz. That if fe- 
veral Individual Mencould not properly be faid to have: 
more thanone Natwre (upon which Nyffen’s whole Ar- 
gument turns) much lefs could this be faid of the Zree- 
Divine Perfons. Forafmuchas it is not only certain, but 
evident, That Perfons merely diftinguifhed from one- 
another and no more, mult havea greater Uazty of Na-- 
ture, than fuch as are notonly diffingui/bed, but alfo dé 
wided from one another by a feparate Exiftence. And: 
let any one ftretch this Argument of the Fathers further. 


if he can. 
I do: 


ATS 
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I donot intheleat deny, but {cveral Expreflions may 


‘have dropped from the Fathers, which, if we look’dno 


further, might be drawn to a very. inconvenient fenfe. 
But then alfo it is as little to be denied, That the fame 
Fathers profeledly and defignedly treating of the fame 
Points, have declared themfelves in fuch Terms, as are 
very hardly, if at all reconcileable to thofe Occafional 


‘and Accidental Expreffions. And therefore fince their 


meaning cannot be taken from both, it ought much ra- 
ther to be taken from what was Aflerted by them de- 
fignedly, than what was Afferted only occafionally. 
To which I fhall add this further Remark, Thata 
due confideration of the Circumfances, under which 
thofe Fathers wrote, may very well Apologize for the 
Defe: s of fome of their Arguments. For the Grand 
Controverfie which exercifed the Orthodox Writers of the 
fourth and part of the fifth Century, was that with the 
Arians. So that we have the lefs caufe to wonder if 


fome of their Reafonings about the 7r##ity {tem to look 


no further than the proof ofa Specifick Unity of Nature 
inthe Divine Perfons, while they had to deal with Ad- 
verfaries who would not allow fo much as this between 
the Father and the Sos, but inftead of an Sucsouv, or 
Samenefs, held only an énocoi, or Likenefs of Nature 
between them ; which, together with the toregoing 


‘Confiderations, may ferve as a Key to let us into the true 


Explication of feveral Paflages of the Fathers ; about 
the meaning of which we mght otherwife poflibly be 
fomething at a lofs. And the fame likewife may ferve 
to give a fair Account of what has beenalledged by Pe- 
tavius, and miftook by this Author upon the prefent 
Subject. For to traverfe and examineall Petavius's Al- 
Jegations particularly would require a full and diflinc 
Work by it felf. | 


But 
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. But ftill our Author feems extremely fet upon. making. 
good hisfirft ftep of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Na- 
ture from the Fathers ; and to that purpofe he tells us, 
Page 107. Line 23. That one thing wherein the Fathers 
: place the Unity of the Godhead is, that all the Three Perfons 
Me have the fame Nature, by which he means (as hall be 
hewn prefently ) Specifically the fame Nature ; and a 
! few. Lines after, be tells us again, Zhat fome of the Fa- 
; thers went further than this, and plac'd the Effential Unity 
of the Divine Nature in the Samenefs of Effesce, Lines 
30, 31, 32, of the fame Page. | 

Now, here I would.defire this Author to inform me of 


: oo ae 


Two Things | 3 

!  Firft, By what Rule of fpeaking, or upon what Prin- 
" ciple of Divinity, Logick, or Philofophy,. Samexe/s of 
Y Nature ought to fignifie one Thing, and Samenefi of Ef- 
i fence to fignifie another ; and withal to be fo contra-di- 


r {tinguifhed to each other, that in the degrees of Unity, 


ok this latter muft be a ftep beyond the former? For the 
y! Fathers, 1am fure, make no fuch diftinétion, but ufe 
ie the words Samene/s of Nature, and Samenefs of Effence, as 
4 well as the words gaz and guns themfelves promifcuouf | 
a ly ; fo that neither by their Native fignification, nor yet 
! by their ufe, do they import any more than one fort of 
f Yuity. 

m Secondly, Whereas in Page 106. Lines 23, 24. he 
f makes the fir? flep towards this @aity to confift in 
{ the ducunsrxs, or Coeffentiality, (which alfo in the next 
{ Page, Line 23. &c. he explains by Samenefs of Nature ;) 
; And whereasin Page 121. he makes a Numerical Unity of 


; the Divine Effence, the next flep (introducing it with. 
! the word Secosdly) and telling us, That the Fathers ad- 
ded it to the éuosnirng, which he had before made the 

| | Aa | fir 


173 


_Aninadverfions:. &e. 
fir Pep; And whereas, notwithflarding? this! ‘having 
in Page ro7.. told: as,.Fhat Saménafs-of Nature was one 
Thing wherein the Fathers placed she Oniry of the Divine 
Norure within fevea Lines after, he tells us, That fome. 
of the Fathers went further, and placed it'in the Samenefs 
of Eefence, which, yet it is manifeft'altatong, that he rec. 
Kons pot the fame Thing with Numerteal Unity of Bferce) 
tdefire to krow ofhim,! whether thitte-be Zio fecdnd. 
Seps in this Gnity: > or,-vehether thtre be ‘we detiveen the 
ficft and the fecond 2 For he makes éicosmsans, Or Same- 
ne(s of Nature oneftep, Pape 106, 167: ' Aad SamenefF of 
Effence a further fiep, Page ro7: Line! to" Ge. ‘And then 
Numerical Unity of Nature another flep, calling it'al® che. 
Second,’ Pape’ rir) Line is Thee’ *hirigs,’ I-muft ¢on- 
fefs, Fartt utterly unable to give any ConfiftentAtcount . 
of, and I fhrewdly fulpe@, that-our Author’ himfelf’ is 
not able to give a much bettér.” But it ts {till his way to.- 
forget in ofie place what he has faidin another ; and how 
kind fodverhe may be to himfelf, 1 fhould-thidk it véry: 


_ lard for another Man: to forget himfelf fo'often;’ andto:. 
, "8 J ie Tle Bae oa 


forgive himlelf too. Ce 
' Neverthelefs our Author, without mincing the Mat- 
ter,roundly Afferts a Specifick Onity of Nature in the Di- 
dine Perfons; telling us, Line £3. Gc: of the fore-cited’- 
Page 107. That this is abfolutely nece te tomake the Three 
Perfons on God, and that it isimpofftible that they fhould be 
fo withour it's; whereir is evident, that he means 4 Speci- 
fick Gnity, both frorn this, thatit was the Sudje, which, 
He had been there treating of, as alfo from this, that im- 
rhediately after he mentions another fort, ar degree of 
Wnity, as a flep further than this; which, fince nothing 
can be but a Numerical Unity, it follows, That that which 
was one ftep fhort of a Numerical,: muft needs bé a Spe- 
cifcal, And now is it not ftrange, that in Page 109, 
which 
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which is but’ site next fave one after this,-this Man fhould 
pofitiv ely fay, (as he does) That rhe Fathers, never fomuch 
ak Dream d pf a [pecifick Unity of Nuture inthe Divine Pers 
fous, having here in Page 107..3ffrined tt to be .no lefs 
‘than abjolutely neceffary to make the Three Perfons one God? 
And that certainly is a necelfity with a witne(s. ‘But he; 
who exacts of this Author a.confiftency with himfelf fot 
flue Pages together, deals yery fevercly with him. - . 

A accordingly, ‘the more 1 confider of this Matter, 
{ cannot but'think, that what ‘he fays of the Nicene Fae 
thers holding ‘a, Specifick Unity of Nature in thé Divine 
Perfons, Page 196. and his affirming that Gregory Ny/- 
Jeu St. Cpril; Maximus and Damdfcen never fo much as 
‘Dream d of any Juch Unity, Page rog. Line 22. will by 
no mearts confift together, 

“Bar firft, Hf'by the Nicexe Fathers be ‘meant not only 
thofe who were prefent at tliat Council, ‘but thofe Fa- 
thers alfo who about, thofe Times held rhe fame Faith 
which ‘was Eftablithed in that Council; then ‘his two 


fore-cited: Paflages. ‘contairl a. grofs, manifeft, fulfome 


‘ 


Contradiction ;. evett as grofs as the pofitive afferting of 
a thing, and the never fo much as dreaming of it, can im- 
port. But.ifby the Nicene Father's ‘he means 

who fat and_adted ‘in that Council, he will hardly how- 
ever perlivgde any underftandirdg Man, That Gregory 
‘Nyffez, wio Wrote and floptifhed between Fifty and Six- 
ty Years after. the Council, and Maxinus about Sixty, 
and St: Cyril about Ninety, could be fo grofly igriorant 
of, and Strangers to, the Sentiments of thole Fathers, as 
nat fo much as te Dream of that wherein they had pla 
cedthe Unity of the God-béad.’* "This to me {eems Incredi- 
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ns only thofe © 


bieand morally Impoffible :’ {idce it isindt to be imapined, | 


that Nyifen, Cyril, and Maxsinus. could fo foon forget, 
or knowingly dare’ to reliriquifh the ‘Doétrinie of tlie 
— Aa2 fore-men- 
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fort-mentioried ‘Fathers, whole Au thority” was {0 great’ 
and Sacred all the. Chriftian World over. And‘ therefore | 
fince this Author allows thefe Fathers not to have Dreame’ - 
of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature 3T conclude, 
That neither did the Nicene Fathers Dream of it any - 
more than they, howfoever they might exprefs them. -- 
{elves upon fome.occafions. ie tie ee 

And thus having (as well as he could) made his Sift 
Step, by Afferting a Specifick nity, or Samene[S' of Nae 
ture in the Three Divine Perfons from the Fathers, that is 
to fay, partly from what Petavius and Dr. Cudworth had 
told him of the Nicewe Fathers holding fiich a Specifick C- 
nity between them, and partly from the.other Farhersne."! 
ver fo much as dream ing, of it, he proceeds now to his other” 
Step, or rather Counter-ftep ; which is to fhew, That the 
Unity between the Divine Perfons, held by the fathers, 
wasno other thana Numerical Onity of Nature, or Effence : 
belonging to them: For fince to Ze one only Specifically, 
and to be one only Numerically, are by no means confiftent 
with one another, in refpe of the fame Perfons, What - 
can this be fo truly and properly called as a Countér-ftep 
to that which he had. made b ore? His Method bein 
plainly this. Firft he tells us, that the Nicene ‘Father; ' 
by the Seessaidrne underftood only a Specifick ‘Onity, or 
SamenefS of Nature inthe Divine Perfons: Page 106. - 
And then, that the Fathers [mentioning them indef- 
Ritely] held this Samens 8 of Nature abfolutely neceffary 
‘to make the faid Three Perfons one God, Page 107; Agd' ! 
now at length he tells us, Page 21. Lines 27, 28, 29, 

That though f everal of the Fathers attempted feveral ways of 
explaining that Onity of Nature that is in the Drvine Per- | 
fons, yt they allagree in‘the Thing, That Father, Son, and | 

"Floly Ghat, Three diftin? Di .ine P erfous are united. in one 

Numerical Nature and Effence. So that the Sum OF all 


mutt : 
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mult be-this (asappears alfo from his awn words.in the . 

latter end of -Page 120. and:the four firft Lines of the — 

124..) that according to him, the Fathers held a Speciy - 
fick Unity. of Nature necegary to make the Three, Divine 
Perfons one. God, but not fuficient without the Comple- 
tion of it by a. Numerical Unity {uperadded to it. | 

_ This, I fay, is the Sum of what he delivers; and in 
direct oppofition to which, I do. here deny, That there 
is any uch Thing as a Specifick @nity of Nature belong¢ 
ing tothe Divine Perfons, or that the Fathers ever held, 

that there was. i i ae 
And to.prove this, I fhall prem:e this Affertion botlr 
as certain in it feif,.and withall affirmed by this Aythor 
inthofe forecited words, viz. That all the Fathers held, 
That. Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, Three diftinct Perfons 
are United. in (or rather are Oue, by j.One Numerical Ni- 
ture and Effence. — ye aa 

Which being fo premifed, Ihave thele Con/iderations. 
.to oprofe to the Admiffion of any Specifick Unity in the 
Divine Nature as it belongs to, she. Divine Perfons. 

Firft, If a Numerical Uzity in the fame Divine Nature: 

be fufficient to make the Three Divine Perfons to whom 

it belongs, One God, then a Specifick Unity af the fame is 

_not neceflary ; but a Numerical Vaity in the fame Divine 

Nature is {ufficient to make the, {asd Zhree PerJons. One 

_ . God, and thereforea Specifick Unity is not neceflary... The 

, Confequence is evident, becanfe nothing can be wecéfary 

__to any. Thing, or Effeét, beyond, or kefide what is fuf- 

_ ficient for the fame ; fince this would imply a. manifeft 

. Contradiction, by meking the fame Thing, ig the fime 

;, Yefped both fuficient:and not fufictent- Avid ag far the 

o' Minor, ‘That ah Agreement in.one and the fame Nuwe- 


eae ety weal 


> ae D epeatong. et : a 
182 Animadverfions, &c: 
rieal Divine: Nature is {ufficient to make the Perfons {0-42 
eee re God. 1 fuppofe tlris‘carries with it 8 much 
_ Self-Evidence,‘that no’ Man of Reafon wilt pretend to 
. doubt of,’ and much lefS to deny it. "6 Soe 
~ Secondly; A greater degree of Wnity, and a lefs “de- 
gree of Onity aré ‘not to be admitted inthe Divine No 
ture. But.a Numerical Unity anda Specifical Vhity, are a 
greater anda lefs degree of @mzty, and therefore they 
are tot both to be admitted inthe Divine Nature. The 
Major is proved thus, ‘becaulea two fuch Uwities would 
overthrow the fimplicity of the Divine Nature ; foraf- 
‘much as they muft be ¢ither two degrees of the fame 
kind of Unity, or they muft be two different: kinds ‘of 
‘Onity: Either of which would idferr a’Compofition by 
no meats to be endured in the Divine Nature. As for 
the Minor, ‘It tsevident in it felf; and needs'no Proof. - 
_ Thirdly, Such a degree, or fort of Unity of Nature, 
“as thay agreeto Ten Thoufand Individuals, - neither can 
fhor ought to be admitted in the Divine Nature, with re- 
ference to the Divine'Perfons. ‘But 2 ee wity of 
“Nature may agree to Ten Thoufand Individuals, as well 
-as to Two or Three ; fince (upon a Specifick Account) it 
‘has no Stint, or Limication, but may‘ be every whit as 
well and propetly in the former Number, as in the lat- 
ter ; and therefore it neither can: norought to be admit- 
‘tedin the Divine Nature, 
~. Fourthly, Such an @zity as is principally, if not ab- 
folutely Notional, and dependsupon the Operation of the 
Intelle@ drawing onecommon Notion from the ‘agree- 
“ment, which it obferves in ‘feveral Individuals, isby no 
means neceflary to make the Three Divine Perfons One 
God, nor can any way properly belong to them. ‘But a 
— Specifick Unity isfach an one. And therefore it neither is, 
nor 
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not ean be neeeflary te the making the Zbree Divine Pers 
fous One God,.as this Author moft ab(urdly Afferts, p. 107. 


Line-2:3, 24. . The Major is evident. For that, if fuch- 


an @nity could be neceffary wpon that Account, then: 
there would: be fome fort or degree of @/xéty in the Di- 
vine Nature fo depending upon the Operation of fome 
Intelleét, or other (forming one common Notion out of 


Several Particulars, that, had not fych an Operation paf-_ 
fed upon the faid Particulars, fuch an @aity could not » 


have been, nor.confequently could the Zhree Divine 
Perfons have beer one God withopt it ; which to affirm, 


would certainly be both a Monftrous and Blafphemous. 


Affertion. Ste GON deg : ite. 2 
-«F ifthly and laftly, Ifa Specifick nity of Nature con. | 


{tts with, aad indeed. implies a Multiplication of the faid 
Natare, in every one of the Particulars, to which it be- 
longs; then fuck: a Specifick Umity can by no means be ad- 
mitted in the Druine Natere,. But a Specifick Unity of Na- 
tere imports a Multéplication of the faid Nature im every 
ore of the Particulars.to which it belongs; And there- 
fore. fticli an @xity cannot be admitted in the Divine Na: 


ture. ‘The Reafon of the Confequence is evident ; becaufe 


the Divine Nature is uncapable of any Multiplication : 
And herein confifts the difference of the Divine Nature's 
belonging to the: Divine Perfous, and of any: other Na- 


teres belonging. its proper Individpals ; That this las. 


183: 


ter is: by:a Méedtéplication. of tt felf in them, and the qthex; - 


by a bare Communication of it felfto them, fo as that 


the fame Namerical.Nature exifts: inj, and becomes . 


thereby-. common .to all the. Zhree Perfons..._ As for 


the: Minor Propofirion; That. ‘a. Specifick Onity of Na. 


ture confi(ts with and implies a. Multiplication of the 


{aid-Natare inthe feverat Individuals-which it belongs to; . 
_ a 
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I referr him to all the Logictans and Metaphyfcians who 
have wrote of Species and Specifick Unity, of Idem, © Di- 
verfum, whether they do not give this Account of 
it. : 
‘But { fancy-this Author hasa reach of Cunning (tho’ 
but a {hort one) inthe cafe..: For that having made the 
Three Divine Perfons Three diftintt Infinite Minds, or Spi- 
rits, which can never be One by a Numerical Unity; he 
is willing‘to provide them a'Specifical Unity, and to fee 
whether that -will ferve che turn ; but as the Nature of the 
Thing uniiappily falls out to be, that will not do it nei- 
ther. ce | 

Thefe are the Confderations which I thought ft: to ad- 
vance apainft the Admiffion of a Specifick Unity in the 
Divine Nature, wit reference to the Dévine Perfons. 
And the Conclufion, which {draw from them all, is this, 
That fince the Fathers (and that even by this Author s 
own Confeffion) held a Namerical Unity of Nature in the 
Three Divine Perfons, we can by no means. grant that 


the faid Fathers admitted alfo a.Specifick Unity in the 


fame, without making them guilty ofa grofs Abfurdity 
4nd Contradiction. Forafmuch as thefe Two forts, or 
degrees of Unity are utterly incompatible in the Divine 
Naturé.--- -- | | 

---f hop by this time the Judicious. Reader fees how fit 
this Man is to betrufted with the Fathers, whofe Judg- 
ment about fo weighty an Article he dares mifreprefent 
in fuchamanner. For to lum up briefly what he has 
{aid upon this Point. | 

- Firft, he tells us,. Zhat the Fathers agree very well in 
the Account they give of aTrinity in Unity, Page 106. and 
the four firft Lines. Next he tells us, Zhat the Nicene 
Fathers afferted a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature in 


the 
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-the Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity, and underftood the word 
Suotciw-only of fuch an Unity, and not of a Numerical, 
Page 106. and the five laft Lines. And Thirdly, 7har 
this Specifick Unity, or Samenef of Nature, was abfolutely 
' Neceffary to make the Three Divine Perfons One God, and.. 
that it was impofible they fhould be fo without it, Page 107." 
Lines 23,24. And Fourthly, That the other Fathers 
‘of which he there names four) never fo much as Dream'd 
of a Specifick@nity of the Divine Nature, Page 109. lines 
-22, 23. And Laftly, That the Fathers do not ftop in this 
Specifick Unity and Identity of Nature, but proceed to fhew 
how the i.087.0 proves a true Numerical and Effential Uns- 
ity of the Gadhead m the Three Divine Perfons, Page 114. 
‘Lines 30, 31, 32, 33- | : 
From all which Affertions, which lie plain and open 
_ in the forecited Pages, I defire this Author to refolve me 
thefe following Queries. | 
+4, Whether thofe Fathers who Affert a Specifick Unity 
of the Divine Nature, and thofe who sever Dreamt of fuch 
an Unity; And thofe again, who by the §.0és:-v under- 
{tood only a Specifick, and not a Numerical Unity of Na- 
ture ; and thofe who by the fame écoge107 proceed to 
prove a Numerical Unity of Nature in the Divine Perfons, 
can be faid to agree fo very well inthe Account they give 
ofa Trinity in Unity 2 | 7 
2. Whether thofe could givea trueandright Account 
Of a Zrinity in Unity, who never fo much as Dreamt of 
that, which was foabfolutely neceflary to make the Zhree 
Divine Perfons One God, that they could not poffibly be 


| {fo without it? 


3. Whether a Specifick Unity, or SamenefS of Nature 

in feveral Perfons, is or can bea direct and proper proof 

ofa Numerical Unity and Identity of Nature in the faid 
Perfons 2 
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Thefe Queftions, I fay, being the Natural and Int- 
mediate Refults of this Author’s Pofitions,I hope ke wilt 
gracioufly vouchfafe, fometime or other, to. give the 
World a fatisfactory Refolution of _ re 

In the mean time I will tell him what.is was, that 
impofed upon him fo, as to make him talk thus Abfurd- 
ly and Unphilofophically of a Specifick Unity of the Dis 
vine Nature, and traduce the Fathers alfo, as if they held 
the fame. And that inone.word is, That: in the Subje& 
before us,he takes Specifick Nature and Common Narureta. 
fignifie one and the fame Thing ; whereas, though every 
Specifick Nature bea Common Nature, yetevery Gomxon 
Nature is not a Specifick Nature. (no nor a Generical nei- 
ther.) And that this was his miftake, appears from 
thofe words of his in Page 106, where. he. fays, That 
Petavius avd Dr.Cudworth have abundantly proved, That 
the Nicene Fathers did not underfiand.the ward 5ro%owv of a 
Numerical, but of a Specifical Samene{s of Nature, or the 
agreement of Things Numerically differing from one another: 
in the fame Common. Nature In. which words itisevi-.. 
dent, That. he makes Specifick: Samenefs of Nature, and. 


_ the Agreement. of Things numerically different, in one and: 
the fame Common Nature, to fignifie Convertibly the 


fame Thing; and when hehasdone fo, he oppofes thenz 
Both toa Numerical Samene/s of Nature, as.appears from 
the Adverfative. Particle [But] placed between them. 
In which, let me tell him he is guilty. ofa: very. great: 
miftake, both by making thofe Things the fame, which: 
are not the fame, and by making an Oppofition where. 
there is a real Coincidence. For, by his favour, one and 
the fame. Numerical Divine Nature.is aCommon Nature 
too; forafmuch as without any Divifion,or Multiplication. 
of it felf, it Belongs in Common to the bree Divine Per fons. 
The Term [Deus] indeed isneither a Genus, nor a, Spes 

. cles, 
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cies. WNeverthelefs all Divines and School-men allow it 


to be a Zerminus Communis, as properly predicable of, 


and Common to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft; and in 
this very Thing confifts the Myftery of the Zrinity, 
That one and the fame Numerical Nature fhould be 
Common to, and Exiftin Zhree Numerically diftintt Per- 
fons. And therefore for one (who pretends to teach 
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the whole World Divinity) while he is Difcourfing of - 


the Divine Nature and Perfons, to oppofe Commons Na- 
ture, to Nature Numerically One, and from the Common- 
nefs of it,tomakethe Fathers Argue againtt its Numeri- 


calnef{s (whereas the fame Divine Nature may be, and 


really is both) it isa fhrewd fign of the Want of fome- 
thing or other in that Man, that muft néeds render him 
extremely unfit to prefcribe, and dictate in théfe Matters. 

In fine, the fole Point driven at all along by the Fa- 
thers, as to the Queltion about the @sity of the Divine 
Nature (for their Argumentsto prove the Coequality of 
the Zhree Divine Perfons againft the Arians are hot 
now before us) is an Affertion ofa Real Numerical Ex- 
iting Vaity of the faid Nature ini the faid Perfons. Ifay, 
a Numerical Unity, without making any more (eps, or 


degrees in it than One, or owning any diltin@ion between 


Samenefs of Nature, and Samene/s of Effence. And much 
lefsby making (as this Author does) a Specifick Same- 
nefs of Nature, one thing wherein they place the Vaity 
of the Divine Nature, and then making Samene/s of E/- 
fence another and further degree in the Unity of the faid 
Nature; and when they have done fo, by areturn back 
explaining this Samenef of Effence, by the Samene/s of 
Nature newly mentioned ; as he fays, they do, in thefe 
words, immediately following (by way of Exegefis of 
the former) viz. That there is but oneGod, becaufeal the 


Three Divine Perfons have the fame Naturé, Page 107.and 
Bb 
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the two faft Lines. All which is a Ridiculous Circle, 
anda Contradi@tion to boot, making Samene/s of Nature 
one ftep, and Samene/s of Effence another, and then ma- 
king this Samene/s of Effence no more than a Samene/s 
of Nature, again; fo that according to him the Fathers 
mult be faid togo further, by refting in the very fame 
fiep which they firit made: Which way of Reafoning, 
I confefs, may ferve well énough for one, who can forget 
in one Page, what he had {aid in the other jutt before. 
But ‘(by his favour) the Fathers werea little more Con- 
fiftent, and underftood themfelves better than to run 
Divifions in fuch a fenfelefs manner upon a Thing that 
admitted none. 

And thus having fhewn how he has dealt with the 
Fathers in the Account given by him of their Opinion a- 
bout the Unity of the Divine Nature in the Perfons of the 
Bleffed Trinity, (which was the Jirft Head, under which, 
I — his Allegations from them,) I come now. 
in the | 

ad Place,tothe other and Principal Head; under which 
he undertakes to prove the chief and more peculiar pare 
of his Hy pothefis from the faid Fathers,viz.That the nity 
and Identity of Nature belonging to the Three Divine Pers 
fons, confifts in the Mutual-Contcioufnels which is Zetween 
them, That isin Truth, That they are therefore One 
God, becaufe they are Con/cious to themfelves, that they 
are fo. | 

Ard here I fhall begin with fhewing how this Author 
overthrows the Point undertook by him before he pro- 
duces any Arguments from the Fathers for it. And to 
this Purpote I thall refume thofe words of his before ci- 
ted by me out of Page 106. In which he reminds his 
Reader, That Trinity in Unity being fo great a Myftery, 

and of which we have no Example in Nature, it 1s 10 won- 


der 
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der if it cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Uni- 
ox, and that therefore it was necefJary to xfe feveral Exam- 
ples, and to allude to feveral kinds cf Union, to form an ade- 
quate Notion of the Unity of the God-head. Now here, 
fince our Author’s Notion, andthe Fathers too (as he 
fays) of this @aéty is nothing elfe but Mutual-Confciou/- 
nef, I defire to Learn of him, what neceflity there was 
or is of ufing feveral Examples, and alluding to feveral 
kinds of Union to explain, or form an adequate Notion of 
that 2 AndI wonder what kind of Zheng be would make 
of his Mutual-Con{ciou{ne/s, fhould he come to explain and 
defcribe it by feveral Examples, and feveral Kinds of U- 
nion? But this is not all, for he tells us likewife (as we 
alfo obferved before that there are feveral /feps to be ta- 
ken towards the Explication of this Myftery. Where- 
upon I would again learn of him how many //eps are ne 
ceflary to explain Mutual-Concioufnefs2ior one would ima- 
gine one {ingle /fep futhicient to reprefent and declare a 
Thing which every Body underitands. This Author 
indeed confidently enough Ailerts, That the Fathers 
give no other Account of a Trinity in Unity, thas the 
fame which he gives of it, Pag. tor. Line. Bue cer- 
tainly. if the Fathers thought feveral Example:, Steps 
aud Kinds of Union abfolutely neceffary to explain the 
Notion they had of this Unity, and if thefe cannot be 
neceflary to explain the Notion of Mutua--Con(ciou/nefs, 
then it muft follow, Thac the Farbers neither did, nor 
poffibly could by that @a#sty mean Mutual-Con{ciou{ne/s. 
And if his Author doubts of the force of this Reafon- 
ing, let him try his skill, and fee what Learned flu& 
he is like tomake of it when he comes to explain his 
Notion of Matual-Confciouf{nejs by feveral Examples, 
Steps,axd Sorts of CVnion,and out of them all to form one ade- 
quate Notion of this fo much admired Ibing, Wherefore 
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J conclude, and, 1 think, unanfwerably, That the Fa. 
‘thers Ly this Gnity between the Divine Perfons, 
‘mean one Thing, and this Man quite another ; and 
‘confequemtly that they have given a very different Ac- 


ccunt of it, from what he gives, contrary to his e 
qually bold and falfe Affeveration, affirming it to be 


the very fame. : 


And now Iam ready to fee what he has to offer us 


from the Fathers in behalf of his Mutual-Confcion{we/s 


but becaufe I am extremely deftrous, that the Reader 


‘fhould keep him clofe to the Point, and not fuffer him 


‘to wander from it(which,in difpute,he is as apr to do as 


any Man living) I thall prefume to hint this to him, 
That the Point to be proved by this Author, is not that 
‘the Zhree Divine Perfons have one and the fame Numers 
‘cal Nature,or Effence, nor that they are Mutually Con{ci 
ous to One another of whatfoever each of them wu, of 
‘knows ; no, nor yet that this Mutnal-Confcioufnefs inferrs 
an Unity of Nature in them, asa Thing infeparable from 
it. But heis to prove, That this Uaity of Nature, and 
this Mutual-Confcion{nef are Convertibly one and the 
fome Thing, or that this latter is to the former what the 
Effence or Form of any ‘Thing isto that-Thing : That 
is to fay, That the Gsity of the Divine Nature formally 
Confifis in, and is, what it s, dy that Mutual-Con{ciouf- 
ef which belongs to the Zhree Divine Perfons. This, 
I fay, is the Thing to be proved by Him. 

And fo I proceed to his Arguments (which I affure 
the Reader, he fhall find very {trange ones) neverthelefs 
to give him as eafie and diftinét a view of them, as I 
can, I will fet down the feveral Heads of them before I 
particularly difcufs them. | 

1. The Firft of them is fromthe juz cotzyerx alcribed, 
-by the Fathers, toall the Zhree Divine Per{ons joynrly. 

. | 2. The 
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2.-The Second from the wiz xbans x, Dancopmor 7 
a7233 AsrnualG. : 


3. The Third from the oP rysenaIS, or Circumincet-- 


fion attributed hikewife by the Fathers to them. 

4. The Fourth from the Reprefentation, which St. 4a- 
fin makes of the Zrinity, by the Mind, and its Three 
diftin? Faculties of Underftanding, Memory, and Wil, 
And, | 

5. The Fifth and Laft from the Uwzty of the Original 
Principle, or Fountain of the Deity, or rather (fay I) 
of the fecond and third Perfons of the Zrinity. 

All which I Shall examine diftin@ly, and in their ore- 
der. But before I do fo, Ithink fit to give the Reader an 
Account in one word of this Authors whole defign in 
all the Particulars above {pecified: And that is, to 
prove, that the Usity.of the Divine Natare confilts in O= 
nity of Operation, and then to fuppofe (for ne does not fo - 
much as to go about to prove it) that this Ustty of O- 
peration is Mutual-Confcioufnefs. Thisis the Sum Total of : 
the Bufinefs ; but Inow come to Particulars. And, 

_. Firft, for the pz esceyeiz, quoted by him outof Greg.: 
Nyffew. Where, before-we fee :how far it may be formed | 
into an Argument, I think-it requifite to give fone Ac-- 
count how this Author: Difcourfes of it. I muit confefs, I: 
have fometimes.wondred, what defign he could havein | 
fo zealoufly exploding ‘thofe commonly received Terms . 


of Subjlance, Effence and Nature from any application of - 


them to God: which here he does again afrefh, telling . 
usin Page 115. lines 24,25, 26,27. That it confounds 
our minds when we talk of the Numerical Unity of the God 
bead to have the leaft Conception or Thought about the Dis - 
Stinction and Cnion of Natures and Effences.. And that. 
therefore we are to tpeak of God only in words imports . 
ing Energy or Operation: Andaccordingly for this reafon . 


Gr... 


192 


Aaimadver fons, &c. 


Gr. Nyffen exprefles God bv ©zz7% and e02Q, words 
not fignitying, Nuture or Effence, but only Sight and Jn- 
fpetion; Nay and this Author has gone a /fep much be- 


yond this, plainly telling us, That the Father and the Son 


are Energy or Operation, Page 132. Line 13. And that Na- 
ture and Energy are the fame in God,P.1 3 3..20.and confe- 
quently , That we are to entertain no other Conception 
of God, but as of a pure fimple Operation. And thus, when 
we have degraded the Divine Nature from Subjtance to 
Operation, it is but ove flep more to degrade it to bare 
Notion. This conceit of this Author, I fay, at firit I 
could not but wonder at, but am fince pretty well aware 
of what he drives at by it. Andthat isin fhort, That 
he thinks it a much eafier Matter to make Adon, or O- 
peration, than Sub/lance, Effence, or Nature pa{s for Mu- 
tual Confcioufnefs : And this upon good Reafon, I am fa- 
tisfied, isthe Thing he defigns: But I believe he will 
fall thort of etching his Mutual-Confcioufnefs out of éi- 
ther of them. And therefore firft to Correct that Crude 
Notion of his, Zhat we muf? not {peak of God in Terms ime 
porting Nature, but Operation ; 1 defire this Bold Man (as I 
urged before in Chap. 2 ) to tell me whether the Names 
of Fab and Fekovab, and Jam that Iam, by which, God 
revealed himfelf to his People, were not Names of Nature 
and Effence 2 and whether God revealed them for any other 
purpofe than that he might be ksown and underftood by 
them 2 But for al! chishe will have usto know from Gr. 
Nyffen, That the Divine Nature is quid axgraviuasy 2%, 
apegs, a Thing above Name or Expreflion. And it 
is fo, I confefs, as to an adequate complete Conception or 
Defcription of it. But then, [ask him, are not the Di- 
vine Operations fo too? Are weable tocomprehend them 
pertectly, and to the utmoft of what, and ow they are? 
When the Pfalmift tells us, that God has put darknefs un- 
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der his feet, Pfal.18.9. and that bis footfteps are not known, 
Pfal.77. 19. And the Apoftle in Rom. 11. 33. That bis 
judgments.are unfearchable, and bis ways paft finding out. 
And are not thefe paffages an Account of his Deatings, 


and Operations in the Government of the World? And 


yet furely, notwith{tanding all this, we may have fome 
true, though imperfect Conceptions both of his Nature 
and of his Operations alfo: And I defire this Affumin 

Man to inform me, What fhould hinder, but that fo 
much as we Conceive of Ged, we may likewife exprefs, 
and (what is more) prove too? For though Gregory 
Nyffen has told us, That the Divine Nature is unex preff- 
ble, yet, 1 hope, a Thing may be proved, though the 
Nature of it cannot always be throughly exprefled. But 
the Truth is, he makes this Father Argue at a very odd 
rate. For hetells us, Page 115. That one way, by which 
Gregory Nyffex undertakes to prove, That the duoéaor,. 


‘or Specifick Samenef of Nature, (as this Man underftand, 


it) provesa Numerical Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perfons, is, becaufe the Name [God] does not fo pro- 
perly fignifie the Divine Nature as fomething relating to 
it : Which isa rare Proof indeed; it being as much as 
to fay, that the §ogon, or Samenefs of Nature, proves 
one God, becaufe [God] does not fignifie Nature. But 
St. Gregory is far from arguing fo (which, befides the 
Abfurdity of it, isonly denying inftead of proving) but 
he proves Samene{s and@nity of Nature, by Samene/s, or 


Unity of Operation; and that furely he might very well. 
do, without making sity of Nature only an Unity of 


Operation. And no lefs abfurd is it, to reprefent St. Gre- 
gory making Unity of Operation one way whereby the 
boda, or Specifick Samene{s of Nature, proves Nume- 


vical Unity of Nature : For though Veity of Operation it 
a Cec felf 
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felf proves this, yet furely it isnot a Medium, whereby 
a Specifick Unity of the faid Nature, does, or can prove 
if. 

Butto proceed, That Aflertion of this Author, [7hat 
God is properly Energy, or Operation] contains in it more 
Abfurdities than one. For firft hetakes Exergy and Ope- 
ration for the fame Thing; whereas é<eyu is properly 
v's activa, and Operation is only the é&eynou, or actual 


- Exercife of that vs, or Power. But whether it fignifies 


one or both, it iscertain, that Ged js properly neither of 
them. For (asI have fhewn before) we mutt {peak of 
God as we are able to conceive of him; and we conceive - 
ofGod notas ofan Adfion, but as of an Agent ; that is, 
as of a Subfrance acting, or exerting itfelf; and upon this 
Account I do here tell this Author, that it is impoffible 
for Humane Reafon to conceive of Aion, or Operation, 
but as founded ix Subjtance ; and that nothing would more 
confound and overturn all the Methods, Ways, and 
Notions of Men’s Minds, than to endeavour to conceive 
of it otherwife. And therefore if God is fometimes cal- 
led évéeyaz, or Action, itis by a Metonymy of the Ad- 
juncét for the Subject, or the Effect for the Cauée ; for 
truly and properly heis not fo. And now, if this Au- 
thor fhall think to take Sandtuary in that known Expref- 
fion of Ged, That he is a pure fimple Act, he may pleafe to 
take notice, that the Term 4c? is Ambiguous ; and 
fometimes fignifies an Adfus Entitativus, which is no 
more than the Entity, or Being of a Thing, and fome- 
times an Actus Phyfcus, which is the Operation, or Ex- 
ertion of fome Active Power. And it is in the former 
fenfe only in which God is faid to be a pure fimple Ad, 
and not in the latter. And, by this Author’s Favour, 
every Subjfance, Elfence, or Naturé is {uchan Ad; which. 
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| quite fpoils all his fine Notion about expreffing God only 


by Terms of Energy and Operation, in exclufion of thofe 
of Nature, Effence and Subftance. This I thought fit to 
premife, as throwing up the very foundation of all his 
Arguments, and indeed of his whole Hy pothefis. 

‘And fo 1 come to his Argument, the Sum of which, 
is this. 

That the Divine Nature is Divine Energy, or Opera- 
tion ; and therefore, ‘That the @nity of Divine Operas 
tion, is Unity of Divine Nature 5 and Lafily, That this 
Unity of Divine Narure is Mutual -Confcioufnefs. 

Now it is certain, That there is not one of all thefe 
Three Propofitions true; but that is no fault of mine: 
fince if they were caft into aSyllogifm, that would not 
mend the Matter; for the Syllogifm muft proceed 
thus. | : | 

- Omity of Divine Energy, or Operation, is Mutual- 

Confcioufnefs. 
_ Unity of Divine Nature is Unity of Divine Energy, 
or Operation. | 
And therefore, @/nity of Divine Nature is Mutual- 
Confcioufnefs. | a | | 
Every one of which Propofitions is ftill falfe. And 
et I fhall referr itto this Author himfelf, or to any one, 
who has Read and Confidered his Book, to form a bet- 
ter Argument from what he has faid of a piz trloyuz, 
with reference to the prefent Subject, ifhe can. | 
Neverthelefs whether it be an Argument, or no Ar- 
sument, my Anfwer to his Allegation of the p2iz éig- 
vez, with relation to the Unity of the Divine Nature, and 
to Mutual-Confcioufnefs, is thus. | 
- Firft, That it is one Thing to be a Proof of a Thing, 
and another to be that wherein the Nature of the Thing 
proved, does confift. Thus actual Ratiocination is a 
Cc2 certain 
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certain Proof of a Principle of Reafon, yet neverthelefs. 
it is not that wherein a Principle of Reafon: does confift, 
fince that may be and continwe,when actual Ratiocinati- 
on ceafes. In like: manner I will allow the siz évéeyera, 
to be a Proof of the wiz gaz: But I abfolutely deny, 
That the e&ézns of the Exergy, is that. wherein the év2rn¢ 
of the Nature is, or ought to be placed; or that the Fa- 
thers ever accounted it fo, how truly and f{trengly foever 
it might, in their Judgment, inferr it. 

What the Fathers defigned to prove by @sity:of Opes 
ration in the Three Divine Perfons, is evident trom the: 
following Paflages ;. (to. which Twenty times as ma- 

a: ny might be added ) Gregory 


“Dy 9 i ceigyee ple x Bqvor.ademsn = Ny(fextells us that thofe whofe: 


gum TeTey Sty. Greg. Nyffen. in Orat. Dom. 


Energy is the fame, kave their 


Nat. 3. : eo? 
Oy ai acral cobpfra thaw Htoiewle. Nature altogether the fame.. 
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Epift. ad Euftathium. Non poteft operatio efle 
diverfa ubi non folim equalis, verum etiam 
indifcreta Natura. ugujt. Serms. de Verbo Dem. 
63. Cap. 3. 


And St. Bafl, That thofe who 
have the fame Operations have 
alfa the fame. Effence (or: Sub- 


 ftance.) But the Operation 


(orEnergy] of the Father and’ 
the Son is one, as appears in: 
that Expreffion, Let us. make 


Man. And again, Whatfoever. 
the Fatherdoes, that likewifé does the Son, and therefore. 
rhere is but one Effence of the Father and the Son. And a- 
gain, Zhe Samenefs of Operation in the. Father, Son, and. 
Holy Ghoft, evidently fhews, That there 1s no. difference in 
their Effence, or Subfiance. And.accordingly st. Aujtin, 
The Operation caunot. be diverfe,where. the Nature is not au- 
ly equal, but alfo undivided. From all which, it is motft 
clear, That the -Aatbers alledge this.@/nity.of Operation 
only as a Proof or Argument of this Unity of Nature, or. 
Effence: Aad therefore, fince nothing can be a proot of 
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it felf, That they did not take @nity of Operation, and 
Unity of Nature for one andthe fame Thing. But, 
Secondly, Suppofing (but not granting ) that it were 
fo, viz. Fhat Umity of Operation did not only prove, 
but really was it felf this Gity of Nature, or Effence ; 
yer how will this Author prove, thai Uwity of Nature, 
or Unity of Operation is properly Mutual-Confcion{ne/s 2 
Is there fo much asone Tittle in the Fathers. expreffing, 
er neceflarily implying, ehat it is fo? And as to- the Rea- 
fon of the Thing it felf; Will any one fay, That there 
is no other évéeyu2z belonging tothe Divine Nature, but 
Mutual-Confcioufxefs > Or that this éréeyauz in the whole 
Latitude and Compafs of it extends no further? Nay,. 
enthe contrary, does it not Exert it felfin Infinite other 
Ads? And, what is yet more, does it not more pro- 
perly belong toany other of the Divine Ac?s, than toan 
Al of Knowledge’ 2 (bare Kaowledge, as fuch being of it 


- felfunoperative) and Miutual-Confcioufnefs is but an Aad 


of Knowledge. | D secs Lam aftamed to difpute ferioully 
again{t fuch- Stuff, 

z. His next Argumentto prove, Zhat Mutual-Confci» 
oufnefs is formally thatOnity of Nature which is inthe Three 
Divine Perfons, istaken from another Expreffion of the 
faid Gregory. Nyffen.; viz. That there isamongft the Dx. 
uine. Perfons, ix ninais w, Rzxdisuntig Te 27AIE Bort 
pearG. Concerning which, this Author has the bold 
nefs to appeal to any one to judge, whether this piz xé- 
mois KarAnuatrG., this-fingle Motion-of the Will, which 
atthe fame inttant, isin Farher, Son; and Holy Ghoft,. 
ean fignifie any thing but Afutual-Confcioufnefs, which. 
makesthem Numerically One, Page 117. Lines 8, 9, 10, 
&c. And he adds, That it is impoffible they thould 
have fuch a fingle Motion of Will paffing through them. 
all, without. this Afutual-Confcioufne/s, Pape 124. Lines 
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30, 31. And this is the Sum of his Argument from the 
fives nintic HsrAnAuaTGQ. 

In Anfwer to which, before I addrefs my felf to his 
Argument, I will give fome Account of the Quotation. 
In which, by his Favour, we are to take the fenfe of 
the Father's words from the Father himfelf, and not 
from the Inferences which he who Quotes them, thinks 
fit to draw fromthem Chow good foever he may be at 
that Work.) Now, what St. Gregory means by them, 
appears plainly by his manner of Keafoning. The Quefti- 
on before him was,Whether the Three Divine Perfons were 
Three Gods > Which St. Gregory denies, and amongft other 
Proofs, fays, That God isthe Name of Exergy,and from the 
Unity of Energy,provesthe@/anity of theDeéty,and that three 
Fer fons are but one God becaufe the Operation is the famein 
all. To this he raifes an Objection trom the Samene/s of 
Faculty,Ofice or Operation among{t Men,as Geometricians, 
FLusbandmen,Orators, whofe Ofice, Buftnefs and Operations, 
Cin their refpeftive way) arethe fame ; which yet does 
not hinder, but that they are fill Three or more feveral 
Men. To which he An{fwers, that thefe act feperately 
and by themfelves ; but that itis not fo in the Divine 
Nature ; no Perfon inthe oly Trinity, doing any Thing 
by himfelf only,or acting feparately from the other Two, 
but that there is one and the fame Motion ond Difpofi- 
tion of Will pafling from the Father, through the Sow, 
to the HYoly Ghof?. This is the force of St. Gregory’s Rea- 
foning, and the plain meaning of it isno more but this, 
That Three Men acting the fame Thing, are ftill Three 
Men, becaufe they act feparately and by themfelves: 
but that the Zhree Perfonsinthe7rinity, are but One God, 
becaufe they do not act feparately, but that there is the 
fame Motion and Difpofttion of Will in all the Zhree 
Perfons ; as, on the contrary, Three Men's not having 
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one and the fame Motion of Will, equally proves, That 
they are not One, but Three feveral Men ; and accord- 
ingly makes a manifeft diference between Three Men 
acting the fame Thing, and the Operation of the Zhree 
Perfons in the Bleffed Trinity : which is the Sum of 
St. Gregory’s Anfwer to the forementioned Objection. 
And now, what does allthis prove? Why truly neither 
of thofe Two Things, which this Author mu’t prove, or 
he proves nothing, viz. Zhat this Unity of Motion, and 
Difpofition of Will, is properly and formally Unity of Di- 
vine Nature: And next, Zhat this Unity of Divine Ni- 
ture is properly Mutual-Confcioufne/s. Thefe two Things, 
I fay, it is incumbent upon him to prove : But how it 
can be done from the fore-mentioned Words, or Argu- 
ment of Gregory Ny/fen,! believe, will pofe the Learned’tt 
Man alive to thew. 

The proper Anfwer therefore to this Argument will 
be much the fame with that juft before given tothe Ar-- 
gument drawn from the wiz exfeyuz, (of which this. 
wuz nos BsrAhuaTrG@ is but a Branch) and it proceeds 
thus. , | 

Firft, I deny the se:2 xinsig BsrAtucetG tobe any 
more than a proof of the ity of the Divine Nature ;. 
juft as either the Effed, or the‘Caufality is a fure proof 
of the Caufe ; but tor all that, is not the Caufe : or as a 
Confequent proves its Antecedent without being the 
Antecedent,. or that wherein the Natare of the Antece- 
dent does confift. 

Secondly, In the next place Ideny that pez xinais 
fsAiuatG., is formally and properly the fame with Af 
tual-Conf{cioufuefs, any more than an Act, or Motion of 
theW7l/, istormally the fame with an ACtof the Under-. 

Jtanding : And before this Author takes it for granted, 
(which is his conftant way of proving things) Lexpect 
— thac. 
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that he make it appear, That GsAnue, or BsAnou, and 
advo, or yao, fignifie formally one and the fame 
Thing: And it.was boldly done of him ( to fay the 


Jeafl) toappeal to his Reader about a Thing, in which, 


if he underftood the difference between an Ad of Volt- 
tion, and an Act of Intellection, he mutt certainly judge 
againft him. | | 

But it may be reply’d, That this siz BsAnzis, does at 
Jeaht inferra pie zron, advo, or aweidvag. I grant it 
may: But affirm, That this is nothing to his Furpofe; 
unlefs it could follow from hence, that that which in- 
ferrs, or proves a Thing, is the very Thing which it in- 
ferrs and proves; which it neither is, nor, for that Rea- 
fon, can be. 

As for what he adds, That this seve xivnois BrtiucerG 
cannot bein the Zhree Divine Perfons, without fuch a Ma- 
tual-Confcioufnefs : 1 do readily grant this alfo, Butin 
the mean time is not this Di¢fator yet old enough to di- 
{tinguifh between the Caufa finé qua non, or rather the 
Condition of a Thing, and the Ratzo formalis, or Na- 
ture of that Thing? Between That, without which a 
Thing cannot be, and that, which that Thing properly 
2 There can be no fuch Thing as Sight, without a due 
Circulation of the Blood and Spirits: But isfucha Circu- 
lation, therefore, properly an Act of Sight ? Or an AG 
of Sight fuch a Circulation? To difpute this further, 
would be but to abuft the Reader's Patience. 

And laft of all, if this Author fhould take advantage 
of thofe words from Gregory Nyffex, That God is the 
Name of Energy. Befides, that it is not the bare Nota- 
tion, but ufe of the Word, that mutt govern its fignifica- 
tion : I would have this Author know, That God may 
have many Names, by which his Natwre is not fignift- 
ed ; as well as feveral others by which it is,and may be. 

But 
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But I muft confefs, it is a very pleafant Thing (as was 
in fome meafure hinted before ) to prove the Divine Na- 
ture to be Energy, becaufe the Name [God] does not 
dgnifie Nature, but Energy, or Operation; whereas in Truth 
(if it proves any thing ) it proves that Nature and Energy 
(applyed to Gut) do by no means fignifie thefame Thing. 

And fol have done with his Argument from the pie 
xivnns Buanzal@. and effectually demonftrated, That 
there is not fo much as the leaft fhew, or femblance of 
any proof from this, Zhat Mutual Confcioufnefs is properly 
that wherein the Unity of the Divine Nature in the Three 
Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity does confit. 

3. His Third Argument is from the Word -eesyapn- 
as, commonly Tranflated Circumincefion, and fignity- 
ing. a Mutual-Inexiftence, or In-dwelling of each Perfon in 
the other Two. The Word was firft ufed in this fence 
(fo far asI can find) by Damafcen, a Father of the 8th. 
Century. But the Thing meant by it, is contained in 
thofe words of our Saviour in pre 14. 11. 24. Believe 
me that I am in the Father, and the Father in me; which, I 
confefs, are a folid and fufficient proof of the @sity and 
Identity of the Divine Nature, both in the Father and 
the Son; and withal a very happy and fignificant Ex- 
preffion of the fame. 

But what is this to our Author’s Purpofe? And how 
does he prove this regzysipnos to be Mutual Confciouf- 
nefs > Why truly, by no Argument, or Reafon produ- 
ced, or fo much as offered at by him, but only bya con- 
fident, Over-bearing Affirmation, Zbat there is no other 
Account to be given of that Mutual In-being of the Divine 
Perfons in each other, (which the Fathers call weeseyo- 
ag but by Mutual Confcioufnefs, Page 125. Lines 6, 
7, 8. | 
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But, by his leave, f muft debace the cafe a little with 
him, before he carries it off fo. And in order to this, I 
muft tell him in the firft place, That the Queftion is not 
whether Mutwal Confcioufnefs eff explains this TE CLY WP « 
os, but whether it be the wsesyapnas it felf, and that s- 
exxdonos be the Onity of the Divine Nature in the Three. 
Perfons2? And in the next place, J demand of him, Whe- 
ther our Saviour's. Words do not plainly and exprefly fig- 
nifie the. Mutual. In-being, or In exiffence of the Perfons 
in.one another, without any fipnification of their Mutu- 
al Canfcioufnefs. at. all?. And iffo, let me hear a Reafon, 
Why we fhould not take our Saviours meaning from 
the Native fignification. of his own Words, rather than 
from thofe of this Author. For will he venture to af: 
firm, That the Father cannot be in the Sov, andthe 
Sow in the Father. by a Mutual In-exiffencein one another, 
but only by a Mutual Knowledge of one another > Let 
him. take heed: what he fays, and-how he ventures be- 
yond his. Depth. Or will he fay, That our Saviour 
meant the fame Ehing with himfelf, but was not fo hap- 
Ay in exprefing it? For no.other. Reafon, but one of thefe 
tivo.can be affigned, That when.our Saviour: exprefles 
himfelf in Terms importing Mutual In exiffence, this 
Man fhall dare to fay, That he means nothing by them 
but. Mutual Confcioufuefs. \-referr it to the Serious and 
Impartial Reader to Judge of the Horrible Boldnefs of 
this Man: and withal, to obferve how extremely he va- 
ries. from. himfelf. about this weesywonns and Mutual’ Gon- 
fcioufuefs. For, 

Firft, He fometimes fays, That Afutual Confcioufnefs is 
the only thing wherein both the Unity of the Divine Nature, 
and. this. Matual In-dwelling of the three Divine Perfons. 
does Confift, Page 124. lines 4, 5. And, 


Secondly, 
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Secondly, He fays, Zhat Mutual Confcioufnefs is the on- 
ly thing that can explain, or give an account of this Mutual 
Tn dwelling, or meexvdenas, Page 124. lines 6, 7. 

To which I Anfwer, ‘That when he fpeaks of giving 
an account of this ‘wesyepnas, if he mearis only an Ac- 
count that there is fuch a Thing belonging to the Divine Per- 
fons, our Saviour’s Words have given a fufficient Ac- 
count of that alrcady.. Bat, 

Secondly, If he means fuch an Account of it, as ek- 
plains and makes clear to us the Nature of it, by thew- 
ing what it is, and how it 1s, IY deny that any fuch Ac 
count can be given (or perhaps wxderffood) by Humane 
Reafon; and much lefs, that his Mutual Confcioufnefs does 
or Can Zive it. | - 

Concerning which, I fhall ask him chis oné Queltion, 
viz. Whether the three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity are 
not Mutually Confcirous to one ahother of their Mutual 
dn-exiftexce-in one another? I fuppofe he will not ( be- 
caufe he dares not) deny it. And if he grarits it, then 
it manifeftly follows, That their Mutual’ In-exiftence in 
one another, isin Order of Nature before their Mutual 
Confcioufnefs; and confequently carinot be thé fame with 
it, nor confift init. For cértainly thofe Divine Perfons 
muft Exif? Mataally in one anothér, before they can 
a , or be Confcious to themfelvés that they. do 
O. ae 
So that wefee here, that nothing is, or can be conclu- 
ded from this are eke erpncis for his Mutual Con|cioufnefs, 
whether we confider the @/é of the Word, or the Nature 
of the Thing. But let us fee, how hé makes good his. 
Point from the Authority of the Fathers, which was the 


grand Thing undertook by hit in this his 4/4. Section. © 


And here as for the Fathers, he both Defpifes and Re- 
proaches them, and that very gtofly too. For firft he 
| . Dd 2 | tells 
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tells us, Zhat [uch aw Union amongft the Divine Ferfons 
(as is exprefled by the word weeeqwpnas) they all agree 
in, but how to explain it they knew not, Page 125. lines 
17, 18. And why then, inthe Name of God, does he 
rcferr to the Fathers to juftifie his Explanation of that, 
which in the very fame Breath he fays, Zhey knew 
not how to Explain? And the Truthis, the Fathers never 
owned themfelves able to explain it; and that for a very 
good Reafon, viz. becaufe they held it unexplicable 
and unconceivable ; and not for that fcandalous Reafon 
given by him, viz. That they bad grofs Material Con. 
ceptions of the Deity, by conceiving of it as of a Sub- 
fiance, Page 125. lines 27, 28. For, fayshe, within 
two lines after, Had they Contemplated God as a pure 
Mind, it had been eafie to explain this weesqwpnns, or In- 
dwelling of the Divine Perfons in each other. Good God ! 
That any Profeffor of Divinity fhould call that eafe to ex- 
plain, which the Reafon of all Mankind has hitherto 
bent under, asa thing too great, and myfterious for it 
to comprehend, or to grapple with! So that if ever we 
have caufe to cry out w 6zS@, it is here: Or that he 
fhould tax all thofe, who own themfelves at a lofs about 
it, for not Contemplating God as a pure Mind! But to him, 
I confefs, who can conceive of fuch a pure Mind, as is 
no Subffance; that is to fay, in other words, No Jeing; 
(For I am fure he will not fo mach as pretend it to be 


an Accident ) to Him, I fay, 1 cannot wonder, if nothing 


feem difficult, or myfterious. In the mean time, it is 
fhamelefs and infufferable in this Man to fay, as he does, 
Page 100, 101. That Lis Explication of the Trinity is not 
new, 4xt the fame with that of the Fathers,and afterwards 
in purfuance of this Affertion, to fay, Zhat the Fathers 
knew not how to explain it ; and to givethis as a Reafon of 
their not knowing how to do fo, viz. That they had fuch 


grofs 
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grofs Notions of God, that they could not conceive rightly of 
this Myfery. For this he has roundly affirmed; and 
therefore ought in all Reafon, either to prove this Charge 
upon the Fathers, or to give the World, and the Church 
of England in particular, fatisfa@tion for {peaking {o falfe- 
ly and fcandaloufly of fuch glorious Lights and principal 
Pillars of the Chriftian Church; and {uch as, I dare fay, 
never Preached nor Prayed in any Conventicle. . 
But what the Dodétrine of the Fathers is concernin 
this aeesycipnas, and how they underftood thofe words 
of our Saviour (expreffled by this Term) is manifeft 
from the Teftimony of two or three of them, which I 
fhall fet down, as (in fo known a cafe ) abundantly fuf- 
— Pit sake of a re | 
andria, fays exprefly, Chrifl’s “Iya did whi a, serev ex Lxsivg ndeaivor 
Saying, rs theisintheFather, 3 wriet Sirti Nes eee bee 
and the Father in him, fhews Pp 109.. 
the Indentity of the Deity,and 
the Unity of the Subjtance, or 
Effence. And fo likewife eo ee oe ee 
Athanafius : Accordingly there- Spies fagia. sir Baye : 
fore (fays he) Chrift having 7 tie x / lathe - tyol Iva F uke Tav- 
Said before, Vand my Father ‘pify ahentas Orasineqara cnr dre 
the Father, and the Father in 
me, that he might fhew both 
the Identity of the Divinity, | | 
and the Unity of Effence. And pater in filio eft & filios in Patre per infe- 
foagain St. Ailary: The Fa-  parabilis Natura Unicatem, Hilarins de Trini - 
ther is in the Son, and the Son "até !b. 8. 
inthe Father, by the Unity of 
an infeparable [Undivided] Nature. By which Paflages, I 
fuppofe any Man of fente will perceive, That the thing 
which the Fathers meant and gathered from thof words 
of 
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of our Saviour Cfince exprefled by this wezyapnas) was 
no Unity of Mutual Confcioufnefs (which they never men- 
tion) but an @uity of Effence, or Nature (which they 
exprefly and conftantly do.) Nor does this very Author 
deny it, as appears from his own words, though he 
quite perverts the fence of the Fathers, by a very fence- 
lefs Remark upon them, Paze 125. lines 20, 21. This 


" Samenef{s [or Unity] of Nature (fays he} might be rhe 


Caufe of this Onion [in the Divine Perfons,] viz by a 
meryupnos, but not explain what this Intimate Union is. 
Now this Author has been already told, That the Que- 
{tion here is not, what explains this Union, but what 
this Onion is. But befides this his miftake of the Quefti- 
on, I defire him to declare,what he means by the Cau/e of 
this Union, (as he here exprefies himfelf.) For will he 
make an @aion (as he calls an Vuity) in the Divine Per- 
fons by Samenefs of Nature,a Caufe of their Intimate Onion 
by a wreeryipnas, or Mutual In-being of them in each o- 
ther, and affirm alfo this weesypnas to be the fame thing 
with Mutual Confctoufnefs? ft he does fo, he makes the 


fame thing the Caufe of it felf. For the Samenefs of Na- 


ture in the three Perfons, and their Mutual In-being, or In- 
dwelling, are the very fame thing, and the fame Unity, 
though differently exprefled. But however, if we take 
him at his own word, it will effectually overthrow his 
Hypothefis. For #f the Samenefs of the Divine Nature in 
the three Perfons, be (as he fays) the caufe of this m- 
exrwopnors, and this aeeryspnas be the fame with Matual 
Confcioufnefs; it will and muft follow, That this Same- 
nefs, or Unity of Nature can no more confift in Mutual 
Confcioufnefs, than the Caufe can confilt in its Effect, or the 
Antecedent in its Confequent. And this Inference ftands 
firm and unanfwerable againft him. 


But 
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But as to the Truth of the Thing it (lf, though we 


allow and grant the Unity of the Divine Nature in the 


Three Perfons, and the Mutual In- being, or In-divelling of 


the faid Perfons in each other, to be the fame Thing, 
yet we deny, That this their Afutual In-being is the fame 
with their Mutual Confcioufnefs. But that their Afatual 
Confcioufnefs follows and refults from it, and for that caufe 
cannot be formally the fame with it. And fo I have done 
with his. 3d. Argument, which he has drawn from the 
ameexoesonoisy and is indeed nothing elfe, but a bold down- 
right Perverfton. of Scripture, and.agrofs Abufe of the Fa- 
thers. 

4. His fourth Argument is from an Allegation out of 
St. Anftin, who, though. he does not (as our Author 
confefies) Name this: Mutual Confcioufnefs, yet he explains: 
a.Trinity in Unity. (as he would perfwadeus) 4y Exam- 
ples of Mutual: Confcionfnefs ; particularly by the Unity. 
of three Faculties of Underftanding, Memory and Will 
in the fame Soul, all of them. Mutually Confcious to one ano- 
ther of the feueral Atis belonging to each of them. And -his 
oth. Book is {pent upon this Argument ; In which he 
makes the mind, confidered’ with its knowledge of! it felf, 
and its.love of it felf (all three of them. (as he fays). but 
one andthe {ame Thing) a faint Refemblance of the Tiri- 
nity in Onity. And thisis, what he Argues from St. 
Auftin. 

To which: I Anfwer, 

Firft,, That Faint Refemblances are far from-being fo- 
I'd Proofs of any. Thing; and -that, alchough fimilicudes 
may ferve to. illuftrate. a. thing otherwife proved, yet 
they: prove and conclude nothing, The Fathers: indeed 
are fullof them both upon this and feveral ‘other. Subjects; 
but ftill they ufe them for Ilaftration: only; and nothing 


elfe. And it.is:afeurvy figa that Proofs:and Arguments 


run 
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run very low with this Author, when he paffesover-thofe 
Principal Places in which the Fathers have plainly, open- 
ly and profefledly declared their Judgment upon this 
great Article, and endeavours to gather their fence of it 
only from Similitudes and Allufions; which looks like a 
defion of putting his Reader off with fomething like an 
Argument, and not an — and of which the Tail 
ftands where the Head fhould: For according to the true 
Method of proving things, the Reafon fhould always 
go firit, and the Similitude come after; but by no means 
ought the Similitude ever to be put inftead of the Rea- 
fon. But, 

Secondly, To make it yet clearer, how unconclufive 
this Author’s Allegation from St. Auffin is, I fhall de- 
monftrate, That this Father does not here make ule of 
an Example of Mutual Confcioufnefs, by fhewing the great 
difparity between the thing alledged, and the thing 
which it is applyed to,and that, as to the very Cafe,which 
it is alledged for. For we mutt obferve, That the Mu. 
tual Confcioufnefs of the Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity is 
fuch, as is fully and entirely in each Perfon ; fothat bv 


virtue thereof every one of them is truly and properly 


Confcious of all that belongs to the other Two. But it 
is by no means fo in thofe three Faculties of the Soul, 
Onderltanding, Memory, and Will. For though the @a- 
der§tanding indeed be Coxfcious to all that pafles in the 
Will, yet I deny the Wil to be Confcious to any Thing, 
or A@ that pafies either in the Underftanding, or the 
Memory, and it is impoffible it fhould be fo, without 
exerting an Act of Knowledge, or Intellection; which 
to afcribe to the Faculty of the W:H/, would be infinitely 
abfurd. It is true indeed, That one and the fame Soul 
is Confcious to it felf.of the Ads of all thefe three Facul- 
ties: But fill it is by virtue of its IntelleCtual Faculty 


alone, 
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alone, that it is fo. And the like is to be faid of its 
Knowledge and of its Love of it felf : For though it be the 
fame Soul which both Knows and Loves it felf, yet it 
peither knows it felf by an A& of Love, nor loves it felf 
by an Act of Xxowledge any more, than it can Wid by 
an A&t of the Memory, or Remember by an Ac of the 
Will, which is impoffible : and amongtt other proofs that 
it is fo, it feems to mea very confiderable one, That, if 
a Man could remember by his W:Z, this Author in all 
likelyhood, would not forget himfelf fo often as he does. 
It is clear therefore on the one fide, That the 4s of (x- 
derftanding, Memory, and Wi2, neither are nor can be 
Aéts of Mutual Confcioufnefs; and on the other, that Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoft do every one of them Exert 
Adts of Mutual Confcioufnefs wpon one another, and con- 
fequently, that, as to this thing, there is a total entire 
aeence between both fides of the Comparifon. For 
which caufe it is to be hoped, that th's Author himfelf 
wil! henceforth Confult the Credit of his own Reafon fo 
far, as to give over proving, Zhat the Unity of the Divine 
Nature in the three Bleffed Perfons confifts wholly and folely 
in the Mutual Confcioufnefs of the faid Perfons, by Exam- 
ples taken from fuch Created Things as are by no means 
Mutually Con{ctous to one another. | 

But to manifeft yet further the Vanity of this his Al- 
legation out of St. Aujtin, I thall plainly thew, where- 
in this Father placed the Unity of the Zhree Divine Per- 


fons. And that, in fhort, is 7 the Unity of their Nature, 


Efexce, and Subftance. This 
is the Cathelsck Faith (fays 


2.09 


Patrem, Filium & Spiricum Sanétum, unius 


he) that we believe Father,  ejuldémque Subflantiz, Lib, 1. de Trinitate, 


Son, and Holy Ghoft to be of ©. 4 
one and the fame Subjlance. 


Ee ~ And 
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And again, Let us believe 


cane ergo in Patrem = riten & Spi- in the Father, Son, and Holy 
ium San&um: Hzc a2teroa func & Incom- 
imutabilia: id eft, Unus Deus, Unius Subftan- Ghoft. 7: hefe are Eternal and 


tiz, Trinitas zrerna. bid. Onchangeable , that is, One 
| : God, of one Subffance, the 
Eternal Trinity. And moreover, fpeaking of fuch as 
would have Zhree Gods to be Worfhipped, he adds, 
That they know not what is the 
Nefciune enim quid fir Una eadémque Sub- meaning of one and the fame 
ftantia, &c. Lib. de Agone Chriffiane,  Subftance, and are deceived 
| 7 by their own Fancies; and, 
becaufe they fee Three Bodies feparate in three Places, they 

think the Subftance of God is fo to be underftood. 

I think it very needlefs to add the like Teftimonies 
from other Fathers (how numerous and full foever they 
may be) for our Author having here quoted only St. 
Auftin, 1 fhall confine my Anfwer to his Quotation, and 
think it enough for me to over-rule an Inference from 
a Similitude taken out of St. Auffin, by a Plain, Lite- 
ral, Unexceptionable Declaration of St. Auftin’s Opi- 


nion, 

The Sum of the whole Matter is this, That the thing 
to be proved by this Author, is, Zhat the Three Divine 
Perfons are One, only by an Unity of Mutual Confcioufnefs ; 
And to prove this, he produces only a Similitude out of 
St. Aufiin, and that alfo, a Similitude taken from things, 
in which no fuch thing as Mutual Confcioufnefs is to be 
found. By which it appears, that his Argument is ma- 
nifeftly lame of both Legs, and, as fuch, Ileave it to /hift 
for it felf. | | 

5. In the fifth and laft place, He tells us, Zhat the 
Fathers alfo refolved the Unity of the God head in the three 
Divine Perfons into the Unity of Principle; meaning there- 
by, that though there be three Divine Perfons in the — 

head, 
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head, Father, Son and Fioly Ghoft; yet the Father is the 
Original and Fountain of the Deity, who begers the Son of 
“kis own Subftance; and from whom, and the Son, the 


Holy Ghift eternally proceeds of the fame Subftance with the 
Father and Son; fo that there is but one Principle and 


Fountain of the Deity, and therefore but one God, Page 


128. line 6. 

Now all this is very true; but how will our Author 
bring it to his purpofe 2 Why, thus, or not at all, wx. 
That the Numerical Unity of Nature in the three Divine 
Perfons, by being founded in, and refolved into this Uai- 
ty of Principle, does therefore properly confift in Mutual 
Confcioufnefs. This, I fay, muft be his Inference. and 
it is a /arge flep, 1 confefs, and larger than any ofthe 


- Fathers ever made: NeverthelefS without making it, 


this Author muft fit down fhort of his Point. And yet 
if he really thinks, that his Point may be concluded 
from hence, why, in the Name of Sence and Reafon 


ZL 


might he not as well have argued from Ges. 1. 1. Zhat - 


God created the Heavens and the Earth, and that there- 
fore the Zhree Divine Perfons are and muft be one, only 
by an Unity of Mutual Confcioufnefs? For it would have 
followed every whit as well from this as from the other, 
But, fince the Creation of both, I believe, never Man 
difputed as this Man does, while he pretends to prove 
his Mutual Confcioufnefs from the Unity of Principle in the 
Oeconomy of the Divine Perfons: And yet, if he does not 
defign to prove it from thence, to what purpofe is this 
Onity of Principle here alledged, where the only Point 
to be proved is, That the @aity of the Divine Nature 
in the three Perfons is only an Unity of Mutual Confcionf- 

Hess ? | 
a to come a little clofer to him. ‘If this Author can 
make it out, that the Futher Communicates his Sub- 
Ee2 {tance 
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ftlance to the Sor, and the Father and the Son together 
Communicate the fame to the Holy Ghoft by one Eternal 
Ad of Mutual Confcioufnefs, common to all three Perfonss 
then his Argument from @uxity of Principle to an Unity of 
Nature, confifting in Mutual Confctoufnefs, may fignifie and 
conclude fomething ; but this he attempts not, nor if he 
fhould, would he or any Man living be everableto prove 
if. . » 

But he is for coming over this Argument again, and 
tells us, That (as Petavius well obferves ) it does not of it 
Self prove the Unity (that is to fay, the Numerical Unity ) 
of the God-head, but only the oygencrns, or Samenefs of Na- 
ture, i.e. as he elfewhere explains himfelf, [the Specifick 
Samenefs of Nature.)...And that therefore the Fathers thought 
fit to add, That God begets a Son, not without, but. 
within Himfelf, Page 128. line 17, &c. 

In Anfwer to which Obfervation, though it affedts 
the Point of Mutual Confcioufnefs (the only thing now 
in hand ). no more than what he had alledged before; 
yet in vindication both of the Fathers and of Petavius 


- himfelf, I muft needs tell this Author, That it is equally 


an Abufe to both. For as to the Fathers, it has been 
fufficiently provedtohim, That neither is there any fuch 
thing as a Specifick Unity, or Samenefs of Nature in the 
Divine Perfons, nor that the Fathers ever owned any 
fuch, but ftill by the aygeaioy, held only a Numerical U- 
nity of Nature, and no other; fo that their faying, “That 
God begot a Son within himfelf, was rather a further Ex- 
plication of the oygéaor, than any Addition at all to it. 
And as for Petavius, whereas this Man fays, That he 
has obferved, Zhat this Argumentation of the Fathers,does 
not of it felf prove the Numerical Unity of the God-bead in 
the three Perfons; Laverr, That Petavius obferves no 
fuch thing. He fays indeed, Jf this Reafoning Pe 

rom 
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from Unity of Principle ) were confidered Abfolutely and 
Univerfally, it would prove rather a Specifick than a Nu- 
merical Unity of Nature, and givesa Reafon for it from 
Hlumane Generation: But then he does by no means fay, 

That the Fathers Arguments in this Cafe ought to be fo 


confidered, but plainly limits 
them to the Divine Generati- 
on, as of a peculiar kind, dif- 
fering from all others. And 
thereupon no lefs plainly At- 


Ex propria Divinitatis divinzque Genera- 
tionts Condicione ac natura Vis & robur Ar- 
gumentationis iftius peticur, quacenus non 
qualemcunque Effeniiz Unicacem fed Singu- 
lJarem 8 Numeralem ineffe Tribus Perionis 
colligic. Petav. Dog. de Trinitate., Lib 4. 


ferts, Zhat when the Father Cap. 15. | 
begets the Son, he Communi- 
cates to him the fame Numerical Subftance and Nature, and 


fays exprefly, Zhat the force and ftrength of the Fathers 


Argumentation is taken from the proper Condition and Na- 
ture of the Divinity, and the Divine Generation, from 
whence they collet, not any kind of Unity of Effence, but 
only a Singular and Numerical Unity in the three Divine 
Perfons : Which he makes good by Inftances from St. 
Athanaftas and St. Hilary. And this is the true ftate of 
the Cafe. and fhews, That Fetavius underftood the Fa- 
thers; whether he, who takes upon him to be his Cor- 
rector and Confuter, does or no. In the mean time it is 
fhamelefs to infinuate in this manner, that Petavéus. re- 
prefented thefe Arguments of the Fathers, as proving on- 
ly the [Specifick] Samenefs of Nature, and mot the Nume- 
rical Unity of the God-head, when he plainly fhews, That 
they defigned thereby to prove a Numerical Unity of Ef- 
fence in the Divine Perfons, and nothing elfe. 

- But this Author feems to aflume to himfelf a peculiar 


Privilege of faying what he will, and of whom he will, In | 


which neverthelefs I cannot but commend his Condu@, 
as little as I like his Arguing. For that, as he makes 
fo bold with fo Learned and Renowned a Perfon as Peta- 
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vinss So he wifely does it now that he is Jaid faft in his 
Grave. For had Petavixus been living, and this Man 
wrote his Book in the fame Language in which Perave- 
as wrote his (which, for a certain Reafon, J] am pretty 
well fatisfied he never would ) there is no doubt bur Pe- 
tavius would have tofled him and his New Notion of three 
diftinét infinite Spirits, long fince, in a Blanket, and ef- 
fectually taught him the difference of infulting over a 
great Man when his Head is low, and when he 1s able to 
defend him(clf. 

We have feen how little our Author has been able to 
ferve himfelf of the fore mentioned Refolution of the U- 
aity of the Divine Nature, into an Unity of Principle, by 


‘way of Argument in behalf of his Mutual Ccnfcioufnefs. 


Neverthelefs, though it fails him, as an Argument, yet, 
that he may not wholly lofe it, he feems defirous to cul- 
tivate itasa Notion; and upon that {core tells us, That 
it needs fomething further both to Complete and Explain 
it, (which, with reference to his own Apprehenfions of 
it, I eafily believe) but however, I fhall take fome Ac- 
count of what he fays, both as to the Completion, and 
Explication of it. And, 

Firft, For the Comp/etion. He tells us, Zhat Father, Sow, 
and Holy Ghoft, are Effential to one God,and that upon this 
Account there muft be neceflarily three Perfons in the U- 
nity of the God-head, and can be no more. As to which laft 
claufe he muft give me leave to tell him, ‘Ihat it is not 
the bare Ejfentiality of the three Perfons to the God-head, 
which proves that there can be no more than three be- 
longing to it: but it is the Peculiar Condition of the Per- 
fons, which proves this; without which the ZEffentiality 
of the Zhree, would no more hinder the Effentiality of a 
Fourth or Fifth, than the Effentiality of Zwo could take 


away the Effentiality of a Taird. And therefore though 
the 
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the Propofition laid down by him be true, yet his Rea- 
fon for it will not hold. 2 

- But one choice Paflage quoted by lim out of a great: 
Farber, | muft by no means omit, viz. That upoo’ Ac- 


count of this Unity of Principle, St. Auftin calls tlie 7ri- . 


nity, Unam quandam fummam Rem, Page 123. line 8. 
Concerning which, I defire any Man living ( except this 
Author) to declare freely, whether he thinks that 
St. Aaftin, or any one elfe of Sence and Learning would 
call three diftintt Infinite Minds, or Spirits (which are 
neither Numerically, nor Specificully, nor fo much as Col- 
lefively one) C@nam quandam fammam Rem. But in 
the : 
Second Place: As for his Explication of the faid No- 
tion, he tells us, That he fhall proceed by [everal fteps, and 
thofe (as he would perfwade us) very plain, and Cniver- 
fally acknowledged by all, Page 126. lines 16,17, Gc. 

Neverthelefs, by his good leave, I fhall and muft de- 
mur to two of them, as by no means fit to be acknow- 
ledged by any, and much lefs fach as are acknowledged by 
all. And they are the 7hird and Fourth. n.which he 
tells us, That, inthe firft place, Original Mind and Wif 
dom, and in the fecond, That heakde of it felf, and 
laftly, Love of it felf, are all of them diffinét Ads, and 


ZF. 


fodiftinét, that they can never be one fimple individual Ad: . 
And withal, that thefe Acts being thus diftinct, muft be - 


Three fubftantial A&s in God, that is to. fay, Three: fubfift- 


ing Perfons: By which three fubftantial Ads he mutt of © 


neceflity mean three fuch Acts, as are three Subftances. For- 
afmuch as he adds in the very next words, That there is 


nothing but Effence and Subftavce in God, Page 130. line. 


7, 8, 9. to the middle of the page. | 
Now againft thefe ftrange Pofitions, I Argue thus. - 


Firft, 
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Firft, If the three fore-mentioned és are {0 di- 
ftinét in God, that they can never be one Simple Indixi- 
dual Ag, then linferr, That the faid three 4&s cannot 
poffibly be axe God. Feorafmuch as to be one God, is to 
be one pure fimple indivifible Ad. And thus we fee 
how at one ftep, or ftroke, he has @/ngodded the three 
Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity. For thefe three AGs (he 
tells us) are the three Perfons in the Godhead. Though 
I telieve no Divine before him, ever affirmed a Peron 
to be an Adl, or an Aél a Perfon, with how great Con- 
fidence foever (and fomething elfe) this Man affirms it 
here. 

Secondly, If thofe three Adts in the God-head are three 
diftinct infinite Subjtances (as he plainly fays they are, 
by telling us, Page 130. line 19. Zhat there is nothing 
but Effence and Subftance in God) then in the God-bead 
there are and muft be three diftin@ Gods, or God-heads. 
Forafmuch as an infinite Subftance being properly God, e- 
ps diftinct infinite Subftance, is and mutt be a diftindt 
God. 


Thefe I affirm to be the direct unavoidable Confe- 
quences of thofe two fhort Paragraphs in Page 130. 
which he makes his Zhird and Fourth Explanatory 
Steps. : 

_ But becaufe he may here probably bear himfelf up- 
on that Maxim, Zhat there is nothing but Effence and Sub- 
Stance in God, (which yet by the way might better be- 
come any one to plead than himéfelt) let me tell him, 
That that Propofition is not abfolutely, and in all Sences 
true. If indeed he means by it, That there is no Being, 
whether Sudffance, or Accident in God, befides his own 
mott Pure, Simple, Indiviftble Subftance, or Effence, (which 
as the commonly received fence of it ) it is moft true. But 
if he therefore affirms, That neither are there any 
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Modes, or Relations in God, this will not be granted 
him. For in God, befides Effence, or Subffance, we af- 
fert, That there is that, which we call Mode, Habitude, 
and Relation: And by onc or other of thefe in Conjun@i- 
on with Effence, or Subffance, we give account of all the 
Ads, Attributes, and Perfonalities belonging to the Di. 
vine Nature, or God-head. This is the conftant, unani- 
moufly received Doctrine of Divines, School-men, and 
Metaphyficians, in their Difcourfes upon God, and with- 
out which, it is impoffible to Difcourfe intelligibly of the 
Divine Adls, Attributes, or Perfons. Andas it ftands 
upon a firm bottom, fo it may well be defended: And 
if this Author has ought to except againft it, I fhall be 
ready to undertake the defence of it againit him at any 


time. | | 

But ftill, that he may keep up that Glorious ftanding 
Character of Self-Contradidtion, (which, one would think 
to be the very Ratio formalis; or, at leaft, the Perfonal 
Property of the Man.) Having here, in Page 130, made 
a very bold ftep, by Afferting the three Divine Per- 


fons, to be three diftinit Acts, and fo diftintt, that they 


can never be one Simple, Individual Aid. In the very 
next Page but one, viz. 132. line 13. heroundly affirins, 
That the Father and the Son are one (ingle Energy and Ope- 
ration. Now, how fafe and happy is this Man, that no 
Abfurdities, or Contradi@tions can ever hurt him! Orat 
leaft, that he never feels them, fet them p/ach never fo 
clofe and hard. 

What remains, is chiefly a Difcourfe about the diffe- 
rent way of the Sov’s ifluing from the Farher, and ‘the 
Holy Ghoft’s iffaing from both; As that the former is 
called Generation, becaufe the Sox iffues from the Father 
by a Reflex Act, and the latter termed Pracefton, becaufe 
the Holy Ghoft iffves trom both by a Direct act. But 

~ | ~ why 
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why.a Reflex Ad muft needs be termed properly a Gene- 
ration, and a Direct Act not be capable of being proper- 
ly fo accounted, this our Acute Author very difcreetly 
fays nothing at all to; though (under favour) all that 
he fays befides, leaves us as much in the Darkas we were 
before. And for my own part, I cannot think my felf 
concerned to clear up a Point wholly foreign to that, 
which alone I have undertook the Difcuffion of. 

~~ And thus I have finifhed my Difpute with Him, con- 
cerning the Authorities of the Fathers alledged in behalf 
of his Notion of Mutual Confcioufnefs, as that, wherein 
he places the @/nity of the Divine Nature belonging to the 
three Bleed Perfons.. The Sum of which whole Dif- 
pute is refolved into this fingle Queftion, viz. J what 
the Fathers placed the Untty in Trinity? And if they pla- 
ced it in the Samenefs, or Unity of Nature, Subftance, or 
Effence, (words applyed by them to this Subject at leatt 
a thoufand Times, and ftill ufed to fignifie one and the 
fame thing ) then it 1s plain that they did not place it in 
an @nity of Mutual Confcioufnefs. For, 1 fuppote, ‘no 
Man (this Author himfelf not excepted) will fay, That 
Effence, or Subftance, and Matual Confcioufnefs are Terms 
Synonymous, and of the fame fignification.. And as the 
whole Difpute turns upon this fingle Queftion ; fo in the 
management of it, on my part, ! have with great par- 
ticularity gone over all the Proofs by which this Author 
pretends to have evinced his Doétrine from the Fathers. 
The utmoft of which Proofs amounts to this, That the 
Fathers proved an Unity of Nature in the Divine Perfons, 
from the pei evepryetct, the peice LiYNTIS Beanzal@., and 
the wregsywpnas common to them all: And moreover, 


fometimes illu(trated the faid @/nity by the three Facul- 


ties of the Underfianding, Memory, and Will being one 


with the Soul which they belonged to. And laftly, 
That 
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That they refolved the Unity of the Trinity into an Unity 
of Principle; the Father being upon that account ftyled, 
Principinm & fons Deitatis, as coramunicating the Divine 
Subftance to the Son, and together with the Soz to the He- 
ly Ghoft. And what of all this, I pray? Do all, or any of 
the fore-mentioned Terms fignifie Mutual Confcioufne/s ? 
Why, No: But this Author with a son ob/tante both to 
the proper fignification and common ufe of them all, by 
abfolute Prerogative declares them to mean Mutual Cox- 
feioufnefs : And fo his Point is proved, viz That Mutual 
Confcioufnefs is not only an Argument inferring the Unity of 
the Divine Nature in the three Bleffed Perfons, ( which 
yet was all, that the Fathers ufed the fore-mentioned 


Terms for) but, (which is more) Zhat it is that very 


thing wherein this Unity does Confift. This, I fay, isa 
true, though a fhort Account of all his Arguments upon 
this Subject ; and (according to my caftom ) I refer it 
to the Judicious Reader, to judge impartially, whether 
it be not fo, and withall to improve and carry on the a- 
forefaid Arguments in his behalf to all further advantage 
that they may be capable of. | 
But in the iffue, methinks the Author himfelf feems 
to review them with much lefs confidence of their Puif- 
fance, than when at firft he produced them. For if we 
look back upon the Triumphant Flag hung out by him 
at his Extrance upon this part of his Work ( the only 
proper time for him to Triumph in) and when he de- 
clared, Zhat his Explication of tke Trinity was the Conftant 
Dottrine of the Fathers and the Schools, Page tor. lines 
24,25. who could have imagined but that he then fore- 
faw, that he fhould prove his Point with all the ftrength 
and evidence which his own Heart could.defire> And 
yet alas! Such, for the moft part, is the vaft d {lance 
between Promiles and Performances, that we have him 
Ff. bringing 
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bringing up the Rear of all with this {neaking Concla- 
fion, Page 138. line 22, Gc. It muft be confeffed, ( fays 
he) That the Ancient Fathers did not exprefs their fence in 
the fame Terms that I have done. But I leave it to any 
Indifferent and Impartial Reader, whether they do not {eem 
to have intended the fame Explication which I have given 
of this Venerable Myftery. Thefeare his words; and Ido 
very particularly recommend them to the Reader, as de- 
ferving his peculiar Notice. For is this now the Upfhot 
and Refult of fo daring a Boaft, and fo confident an Un- 
dertaking, to prove his Opinion the conftant Doctrine of 
the Fathers? viz. That though the Fathers fpeak not one 
ward of it; nay, though they knew not how to exprefs them- 
Selves about it, Page 125. line 18. yet that to an Indif- 
ferent Reader (and a very indifferent one indeed he mutt 
needs be in the worft fence ) they may feem to intend the 
fame Explication he had gived of it? So that the fum of 
his whole Proof and Argument amounts to this and no 
more, viz. That to fome Perfons viderur quod (ic, and 
to others, videtur quod non. For fee, how low he finks 
in the iffue. Firft of allfrom the Fathers pofitive faying, 
or holding what he does, it is brought down to their Jz. 
tending it; and from their Intending it, it falls at Jatt to 
their feeming to intend it; and that ts all. And now, is 
not this a worthy Proof of fo higha Point; And may it 

not juftly fubje& this Author to the fame Sarcaftical Tro 

ny which he pafled upon his Socinian Adverfary >? Page 92. 


line 17, &c. Right, very Right, Sir, a plain Demonftra- 


tion | 
But ftill there is one half of his Promife to be yet ac- 
counted for, viz. The proving his Opinion to have been the 
conftant Doctrine of the Schools. And how does he acquit 
himfelf as to this > Why, ina very extraordinary man- 
ner too. For, firft, inftead of alledging the a 
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of the School-men, he tells us, Page 138. That they are 
of wo Authority at all, but as they fall in wit the Fathers. 
And withall, That inftead of doing fo, They ufe to mi- 
Stake and clog the fence of the Fathers with fome peculiar Ni- 
ceties and Diftinttions of their own. And that, the Truth 
is, the vain Endeavours cf reducing this Myftery to Terms 
of Art, fuch as Nature, Effence, Subftance, Subjiftence, Hy- 
poftafis, Perfon, and the like, ( which, he fays ) fome of 
the Furhers ufedinavery different fence from each other) 
have wholly confounded this Myftery. : | 
And here I cannot but defire the Reader to judge, whe- 
ther this be not a new and wonderful way of procuring 
Credit to an Hypothefis, upon the fcore of its being the 
conftant Doctrine of the Schools, By telling the World (as 
this Man here does ) that the School-men are a Company 
of Impertinent Fellows, of little or no Authority in them. 


felves, and who have by thew ufelefs abfurd Niceties, con- 


founded this whole Myftery ? For if they are of no Au- 
thority but what they derive from the Fathers, (as he 


avers) why does he quote them upon the fame level with - 


the Fathers, and plead them both as two diftindt Authori- 
ties > And if they do nothing but pervert and confound this 
Myftery, why, inftead of alledging them, does he not 
earneftly caution his Reader againft them, and diffwade 


him from having any thing to do with their dangerous | 


and abfurd Writings? This certainly is a way of proving 
a Point by Ze/fimony and Authority, {o beyond all Exam- 
ple ridiculous, that unlefs the Reader will vouchfafe to 
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read thefe Paffages in the Author himfelf, and fo take his — 


Conviction from his own Eyes, I can hardly blame him, | 


if he refules to believe my bare Affirmation in a thing 

fo Incredible. | 
As for the Terms Effence, Subftance, Subjiffence, Per- 
fon, and the like, which he fo explodes, I hope I have 
given 
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‘given my Reader a fatisfactory Account both of their 


u‘efulnefs, and of the ufelefnefs of fuch as this Author 
would fubftitute in their room, in Chap. 2. at large, to 


which I referr him. And whereas he fays, Page 139. 
line 25. &c. That the Deity is above Nature, and\above 


Terms of Art; and that there is nothing like this Myfterious 
Diftinétion and Unity; and therefore, mo wonder, if we 
want proper words to expres it by; at leaft,that fuch Names 
as fignifie the Diftinction and Unity of Creatures, fhould not 


reach it. It by all this he means, that there are no Zerms 


of Art Compretienfive, and fully expreffive of the Divine 
Nature, and the Atyflerious Diftinction and Unity of the 


Perfons belonging to it, none that J know of thinks o- 
therwife. But if he means that no Zerms of Art can be 
of any ufe to aid us in our inadequate,imperfect Concep- 
tions of thofe great things, fo as thereby we may con- 


_ceive of them in fome better degree, and clearer manner, 


than we could without fuch Zerms, pray then, of what 
ufe are his Sc/f-Confcioufnefs and Mutual Cenfcicufnefs in 
this Matter 2 For I fuppcfe he will allow thefe to be Zerms 
of Art too; and fuch (Iam fure) as he has promifed the 
World no {mall wonders from. But if he will allow any 
ufefulnefs in thofe two Zerms of Art (of his own Inventing) 
towards our better Apprehenfion of the Divine Nature 
and Perfons, the fame and greater has the conftant vfe 


of all Church-Writers proved to be in the Zerms Effence, 


Subjiance, Hypoftafis, Perfon, &c. as the propereft and 
moft fignificant, the fittcft and moft accommodate to 
help and methodize Mens thoughts in difcourfing of 
God, and Immaterial Beings, of all or any other Zerms of 
Art, which the Wit of Man ever yet invented, or 
pitched upon for that purpofe. And I hope, the known 
avowed ule and experience of {uch great Men, and thofe 
in fo great a number, is an abundant overpoife to the 

con- 


—— fF fo SE =U CSU 


CHAPTER VII. 
contrary Affirmation of this, or any other Nevel Author 
whatfoever. 

But ‘all this (it feems) he endeavours to ‘Gverthrow 
and dafh with Three Terrible confounding Queftions, 
Page 139. Lines 22, 23, Sc. Which yet Ican by no 
means think fo very ‘formidable, but that they may be 
very fafely Encountered, and fairly Anfwered too. 
As, 

Qu. 1. What (fays our Author) és the Subitance: or 
Nature of God? 

I Anfwer. It isa Being exifting of, and by it felf, In- 
— Infinite, Eternal, Omnitcient, Omnipotent, 

C 

Qu. 2. How can Three diftintt Perfons have but One 
Numerical Subftance 2 

I Anfwer. Every whit as well as they can be faid to 
have but one Numerical God-head, or Divine Nature ; or 
as they can have one Numerical Mutual C onfcioufne/s comt- 
mon to them all. 

Qu: 3. What is the DiftinEtion between Effence, and 
Perfonality, and Subfiftence > 

EF Anfwer. The fame that is between a Thing, or 
Being, and the Modes of it. Andhe, who neither knows, 
nor admits of a difference between thefe, is much’ fitter 
to go to School himfelf, than to fit and pafs judgment 
upon the Schoolmen. And as for the Terms Subfftence 
and Perfonality, they import tlie laft and utmoft Com: 
pletion of the Exiftence of Things, by vertue whereof, 


they exift by themfelves fo, as neither to be Supported 
by, nor Communicable to any Subject. Of which. twe 


Modes, Perfonality belongs only to Sutellizent Beings, but 
Subft iftence to ‘all others, to whom the aforefaid Defini- 
tion does agree. And this is the True, Proper Dif- 
ference and Diftinction between thefe Two. And 

this 
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this Author may take Notice of it, if he plea- 
fes : 


However, having thus anfwered his Qreftions (tho’ 


to what purpofe he propofed them, I cannot imagine } 


yct that he may fee how ambitious I am to follow his 
great Example, I fhall, in requital of his three Queftions, 
propofe thele four to him: As, : 
Firft, Since in Page 139. he affirms the Deity to be a- 
ove. Nature, and all Terms of Art; fo that we.want proper 
Words and Names to exprefs the Diftinttion and Cnity of 
the Divine Perfons by, and that fuch, as fignifie the Diftin- 
ction and Unity of Creatures, cannot reach it. ¥ defire to 
know of him upon what ground of Reafon it is, That 
{peaking of this fame My/terious Unity and DiftinTion in 
Page 106. fines rz, 12, &c. He fays, That the Fathers 
ufed feveral Examples, and alluded to feveral kinds of U- 
sion, thereby to form ax adequate Notion of the Unity of the 
God-head? ¥or if the Deity be fo far above Nature and all 
Terms of Art, that there is an utter want of words, or 
Names to exprefs the Unity of it by, How could any Ex- 
amples, or Alluftons drawn from Nature (though never fo 
many) form in us as Adequate Notion thereof 2 Hitherto 
both Divines and Philofophers have judged the Divine 
Nature abfolutely Incomprehenfible by any Adequate. or 
-Complete Conception of it. And for my own part, [ ac- 
count the Unity of it in Trinity, much lefs capable of ha- 
ving an Adequate Notiow formed of it, than the Dezty 
confidered barely in felf is, and confequently that it is 
‘as much as Humane Reafon-can reach to, to have a trae 
and certain Notion:of it, though very Jmperfedt and Ina- 
dequate, But as for an Adequate Notion of the Unity of 
the God-head ix three Divine Perfons,if this Authorcan form 


- to himfelf fuch an one, let him enjoy it as a Priviledge 


peculiar to himfelf, and not obtainable by any other 
Mortal 
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Mortal Man’whatfoever. And this is not the firft In- — 


{lance of his:mifreprefenting the Fathers. “1 e 
Secondly, Whereas this Author in the latter end of 
Page 138, and the beginning of Page 139. explodes the 
Terms Effence, Subftance, Subfiftence, Ftypcftafis, Perfon, 
&e. as ufelefs Niceties, and-ferving only to confound the My- 
fiery of the Trinity ; and yct neverthelefsin line 12, Ge. 
of Page 139. acknowledges, That thefe very Terms were 
found out and made ufe of to encounter the Herefte of Sabelli-~ 
us, who had turned this Sacred Myftery into a 7rinity 
of Names, or, at moft, of Ofices; Idefire to know of 
him, what greater Proof he could have given-of the ex- 
ceeding ufetulnefs and importance of thefe Terms, than 
by thus deriving the invention and ufe of them from 
fuch an Occafion 2 And efpecially when, notwithftand- 
ing all the Curious Examination fince paffed upon them, 
whereby (he fays) they were found in fome refpect or other 
defective (as what Terms are not when applyed to God?) 
experience yet fhews, that they have maintained their 
Ufe and Credit from that Age allalong to this very Day. 
Certainly it is a great Unhappinefs, when a Man can 
neither forbear Writing, nor yet know when he Writes 

for a thing, and when againtt it. 

Thirdly, I defire to know of this Author, whether 
in the very fame place, viz. Page 130. in which he pro- 
-fefles to explain an Unity in Trinity by an Unity of Princi- 
ple, he does well to tell usin line 19. of the faid Page, 
_ That there is nothing but Effence and Subftance-in God, ha- 
ving fo often, ey 3 pofitively declared, Zhat thefe Terms 
Serve only to obfcure and confound Men's Notions of God ? 
And whether he accounts {uch Terms, as ferve only thus 
to confound Men’s thoughts and sotions about the God-head, 
and the @/sity thereof, the fitteft ro explain the Unity of 
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the faid God-head, with reference to the Dipine Perfons 


Which is the thing there promifed and undertaken by 


Him. , | 
Fourthly and Laftly, Since this Author has condemn. 
ed all the fore-mentioned Terms both as ufelefs, and fe 
only to obfcure and confound, inftead of explaining, the Do- 
Ctrine of the Frinity, Udefire to know of him, why he 
tells us at the clofe of Page 139. That he does not think 
at impofible (which is only a Figure called, a pedwns, 
fignifying, that it is very pofible and eafte ) to give a Tale- 
rable Account of the faid School-Terms and DiftinEions 2 
For fince by a Tolerable he muft mean (if he means any 
thing to the Purpofe ) fuch an Account of them, as fhews 
them to have a Rational Sence and meaning under them, 1 
defire him to tell me whether every Rational Sence is not 
(as fuch) alfo a Zrue one? And if Zrue, whether one 
Truth can any more obfcure, perplex, and confound, than 
it can contradi& another Truth > Which being invincibly 
evident, as to the Negative, I defire this Author in the 
laft place to tell me, whether it does, or can become a 
Man confiftent with himfelf, to pafs fo Reproachful a 
Chara@ter upon the Terms of the Schools, in the begin- 
ning of Page 139, and afterwards to give fo contrary 
and commendatory an Account of the faid Terms in the 
latter end of the very fame Page? 

I hope the Reader will be pleafed to take this Notable 
Inftance alfo of this Author's Confiftency with himfelf 
(fo far as Self Contradiction may be fo called) into his 
Confideration. 

. And fo thefe are the Four QueStions, or Queries, which 
{ would have him refolve me, or rather the World, in; 
= I am fure it concerns him and his Credit, fo to 
oO. 


Having 
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Having thus followed this Author both in his Reafon- 
ings and Quotations, and found him equally Impertinent 
in both, I muft again defire my Reader to joyn with me 
in admiring the ftrange Confidence of the Man. I have 
already noted, with what a daring Affurance he vouched 
his new Opinion for the conftant Doctrine both of tke Fa- 
thers and the Schools, Page rox. line 24. Gc. After 
which Peremptory Afleveration, who could have ex- 
pected, but that he would have appeared in the Head of 
Thirty, or Twenty Fathers at leaft (Greek and Latin 
together ) to have refcued his beloved F/ypothefs from 
the Imputation and Charge of Novelty, which he feems 
fo defirous to Ward off? P. 100. 1.22. And that befides 
Gr. Nyffen, Athanafius, Maximus, Naztanzen, Damafcen 
(and thefe for the moft part quoted upon an Account 
not.at all relating to his Hyporhefis) and St. Cyril (who 
is not fo much as quoted, but only Named) we fhould 
have had Fujtin Martyr, Irenaeus, Origen, Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, St. Baftl, Theodoret, Epiphanius, with feveral 
more,all alledged in his behalf ? And amongft the Latins. 
that we fhould befides St. Auffin, whom alone he quotes, 
and St. Ambrofe, whom he only mentions about the oygd- 
aov, Page 107. line to. have heard alfo of Zertullian, 
Lactantius, St. Cyprian, St. ferom, and St. Hilary, with 
a great many others? And then laftly for the School- 
men, who could have expected fewer of them alfo, than 
Ten, or Twenty ? And that we fhould have feen Alexan- 
der Alenfis (the firft who Commented upon the Oracle ), 
with Durandus, Aquinas, Scotus, Major, Biel, Soto, Va- 
fquez, Cajetan, Gr. de Valentia, Eftius, and many more 
of the Scholaffick Tribe, all drawn forth in Rank and 
File, to have fought his Battels? But when after all, : 
none but poor Petcr Lombard comes forth like a Doughty 
Captain, with none to follow him, this. methinks looks: 

: G g2 " more 
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more like the Defpair of a Caufe, than the Defence of 
it.. For though our Author calls Peter Lombard the O- 
racle of the Schools, and all know his Sentences to be 
the Text which the School-men undertake to Explain and 
Comment upon: Yet Experience has told us, That the 
Refponfes of this Oracle (as well as of thofe heretofore ) 
are often found very Dubious and Ambiguous. Witnels 
Thomas and his Followers expounding them one way, 
and Scotus and his Difciples underftanding them ano- 
ther; and feveral (amongft whom Darandus and Greg. 
Ariminenfis) going a different way from both. So that 
fometimes there is but too much need of a good Interpre- 


ter to fix the fence of this Oracle, (as great a Veneration 


as the Schools may have for him.) And therefore fince 
his Text is not always fo very plain and eafie as to make 
an Explication of it fuperfluous, this Author having 
quoted Peter Lombard in fuch, or fuch a fence, ought in 
all Reafon to have produced the Major and more emi- 
nent part of the School-mes and Writers upon him, and 
fhewn their Unanimous Concurrence in the fame Sence 
and Notion, which he took him in, and quoted him for. 
And this indeed would have’ been to his Purpofe, and 
look’d like proving his Opinion to have been the Doctrine 
of the Schools. Otherwife I cannot fee how the Majter of 
the Sentences can be called, or pafs for all the School mex, 
any more than the Maffer of the 7. ig can pafs for all che 
Divines of the Church of England. Unlels we fhould 
imagine, that this Peter Lombard had by a kind of Mu- 
tual Confcioufnefs gathered all his Numerous Brood into 
Himfelf, and fo united them all-into one Author. So 
that the Sum of all is this, That this Author, having 
declared his Opinion, the conftant Doctrine Loth of the 
Fathers and the Schools, to make his words good, has 
produced for it Three or Four Greek Fathers, and Two 

| Latin 
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Latin (though even thefe no more to his purpofe than if 
he had quoted Dod and Cleaver, or + 3S” amopebopev@n, 
out of Ffomer) and laftly, One Sentence out ot one School- 
man. Which if it be allowed to pafs for a good, juft, and 
fafficient Proof of any Controverted Conclufion, let it 
for the future, by all means, for thisour Author's fake, be 
an Eftablifhed Rule in Logick froma Particular, to infer 
an Univerfal. 

And now that Iam bringing my Reader towards a clofe 
of this long Chapter, I mutt defire him to look a little 
back towards the beginning of the foregoing Chapter, 
wherein, upon this Man’s Confident Affirmation, That 
bis Opinion was the conftant Dottrine both of the Fathers 
and the Schools, \ thought it neceflary to ftate what his 
Opinion was, and accordingly I thew'd, that it confift- 
ed of Four Heads. 

rft. That the three Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity were 
three diftinét infinite Minds, or Spirits; which how far 
he was from being able to prove from the Authority of 
any of the Fathers cited by him, was fufficiently fhewn 
by usin the preceding Chapter. The 
. ad. Was, That Self Confcioufnefs was the formal Reafon 
of Perfonality in the faid three Perfons, and confequently 
That, whereby they were diftinguifhed from each other ; 
which (in the fame Chapter) I fhew’d he was fo far from 
proving from-the Authority of thofe Anciest Writers,that 


2 


he did not alledge one Tittle out of any of them for it, — 


nor indeed fo much as mention it in any of the Quotati- 
ons there made by him. And as for the 
3d. Member of his faid Aypothefts, viz. That the Uni- 
ty of the Divine Nature in the three Bleffed Perfons, Confi- 
Sted in the Mutual Confcionfnefs belonging.to them, This we 
have Examined at large, and confuted in this Chapter. 
But ftul there remains the 
4th. And 
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‘in Trinity being (as he confefles) fo great a Mofem, that 
er 
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4th. And Jaft to be f{poken to, as completeing his 
whole Hypothefis, and refulting, by dire& Confe- 
quence, from the other Three, viz. Zhat a Trinity in 
Unity, and Unity in Trinity, explained by the three fore. 
mentioned Terms, or Principles, is a very plain, eafie, and 
intelligible Notion ; which having been in a moft Con- 
fident, Peremptory manner, affirmed by him all along 
(as I fhew in Chap. 1.) andupon that Score, making fo 
great a part of his Alypothefs, ought in all reafon to be 
proved to have been the Sence and Doétrine of the 
Fathers concerning this Article. But not one word does 


he produce upon this Head neither. Nor, for my own 


part, do I expect ever to find the leaft Sentence or Sylla- 
ble in any Ancient Writer tending this way. And I chal- 
lenge this Author to produce fo much as one to this pur- 


pofe. 


“In the mean time, how, and with what kind of words 
I find thefe Ancient Writers exprefling themfelves about 
this venerable Myftery, I fhall here fet down. Only I 
fhall premife a Sentence or two out of this Author him- 


felf ; and which I have had occafion to quote more than: 


once before, from Page 106. line 7. viz. That the Unit 


we have no Example of it in Nature, it is no wonder if it 
cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Union; and 
that therefore it was neceffary to ufe feveral Examples, and 


to allude to feveral-kinds of Union, to form an Adequate 


Notion of the God head; and moreover, Page 139. line 


2.6. &c. That there is nothing like this Myfterious Diftin- 


— and Unity, and that we want proper words to exprefs 
at by. a 
All which Paflages lying clear, open, and exprefs in 


‘the fore-cited places of this Author, I muft needs ask. 
him, Whether all thefe are ufed by him to prove the- 


Onity 
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Qnity in Trinity a plain,eafie and intelligible Notion, as he 7 
has frequently elfewhere aflerted itto be? As, to go o- 
ver each of the Particulars, | | 

Firft, Whether we muft account it p/aix, becaufe he 
fays, It is a great Myftery, of which we have no Example 
in Nature 2 And, 7 

Secondly, Whether we muft reckon it cafe, becaufe 
he fays, That it cannot be Explained by avy one kind of Na- 
tural Onion, but that feveral Examples muff be ufed, and fe- 
veral forts of Union alluded to for this purpofe? And, 

Laftly, Whether it muft pafs for Zntelligible, becaufe, 
he tells us, Zhat we want proper Words to exprefs it by, that 
is, in other Terms, to make it Jntelligible? fince to ex- 
prefs a Thing, and to make it Intelligible, 1 take to be 
Terms equivalent. | 

In fine, I here appeal to the Reader, Whether we 
ought from the forementioned  Paflages of this Author, 
to take the Uuity in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity for a 
plain, eafte, Intelligible Notion, according to the fame 
Author's affirmation fo frequently inculcated in fo many 
Parts of his Book 2 | 
_ But TI shall now proceed to fhew, (a$I promifed ) - 
how the Farhers {peak and declare themfelves up- - 
on this great Point. And | | 
here we will begin firft Movas cv resad\ voerray, ‘) Tek 
with Fuftin Martyr. ASin- as’ dv pgvad yrmesCerey. Key oes 
gularity, or Unity (fayshe) ram 4 Sepulavy vr zmrus e@urd- 
2s anderfood by us, and a Tri- plu, be avros suguloy Duvajules 
nity in Unity is acknowledged. wetSeiv ris wok oFS ampinray Ad- 
But how it is thus, Lam neither yes prsdosn marin % cupyle pumrwvle 
willing to ask others, nor can I xgralorucy. Fuftin. Martyr, Expofit. 
perfwade my felf,with my Mud- Fidei de ref Confeffione. Pag. 379. - 
dy Tongue and Polluted Fle(b, Edit. Colon. 1686. 
fo attempt a Declaration of fuch : | as 
Ineffable 
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"Orygvoplas F Yeias Terdd@. Ineffable Matters. Andagain, 
appnlG@. x 0 Ady@-. Fuftin, Mart. ss of the Oeconomy of the 
ibid. p. 381. bleffed Trinity, the nature and 

manner ({ays he) of this Qceco- 
womy is unutterable. And yet again, {peaking of this 
Myfterious Oeconomy of the Deity and the Zrinity, as one 


e 4 


"Avaxesieo 0 Batyg, on vamp 
vary UTED Adngy, UTEP xgroany 
hens Quccws To mines. Fuftin. 
Mart. ibid. p. 387, 388. 


‘Tera’ ~aten@.s 6 .umpcd@., 
Dionyfius <Areopagita in Myftica 
Theologia, cap. 1. p. 271. Parif. 
Edit. 1615 


"Appneris m5 x) axgreiantl@. cv 
FETUS Ao. THAR UCM VET CY x) Hi XOLVONPICL 
1 Alg-xerns,&c. Greg. Nyffen. Pag. 


465. Tom. 2. Edit. Pariftenf. 1615. 


of the greateft My/fferies of 
the Chriftian Faith: I.cry out 
(ays hé)O wonderful! For that 
the Principles and Articles of 
our Religion furpafs, and tran- 
Scend theOnderftanding ,Reafon 


and Comprehenftun of 4 Crea- ° 


ted Nature. In the next place, 
Dionyfius the Areopagite ( or 
fome very Ancient Writer un- 
der that Name ) calls it the 
Tranfcendent, Supereffential , 
and Sxperlatively Divine Tri. 
nity. In like manner Gregor 

Nyffen, we apprehend(fays he) 
in thefe (viz. the three Divine 
Perfons) a certain Inexprefible 


Inconcetvable Unity ( or Communication)and diftinction, &c- 

St. Baf/ alfo, Writing againft fuch as would derogate from 

the Equality of the Divine Perfons, {peaks of the 7rinity 

| thus, Either let thefe Inex- 

"HS corn nygcdw me apinre, prefible things be iat Re- 

a ules desspedw maya, Ba- verenced, or Religioully and 
Jilius libro de Spiritu Santto ad Am- Becomingly Reprefented. And 
philochium, c. 18. Pp. 332. Tom. 2, again, in a Difcourfe againft 
Edit. Parif. 1637. fuch as ufed Contumelious 
a Words of the Zrinity, {peak- 
ing there of the Holy Ghoft as Effentially one with the 8 

ther 
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ther and the Son, hefays,the Inti- 
mateConjuntlion between him and 
them is. hereby declared (viz. by 
the Scripture there quoted by 
him, and applyed to them) dut 


a5 


Tis 2 oixecmr@s SnrsSons 


cvthiSey, te 4 tere F umipke- 
ws aponte Quadaoso§uu. ibid. 


Pag: 333: 


the Ineftable Manner of his Subjiffence hereby Inviolably pre- 
ferved. So that ftill(we fce) with this Father the Oecono- 
my of the Three Divine Perfons in the Bleffed Trinity, 


preffion. Nazianzen alfo {peaks 
of the Zrimity under thefe Epi- 
thetes, ftyling it rhe Adorable 
Trinity, Above, and before the 
World, before all Time, of 
the fame Majefty, of the fame 
Glory, Increate, and Invifible, 
above our Reach, and Incom- 
prehenfible. And the fame E- 


jsathing Jneffable, and above all Defcription, or Ex. 


Tess! meprxumnT, catxjo- 
puQ » ongrenv@u, ongsoE@s y 
ump epvOxy axlig-Qxy adesl@ey 
avagns, ameirnn@., Greg. Na- 
zfanzen, Oratione 12. Page 204 
Edition, Parifienf. Anno Dom. 
1630. 


pithetes are given it by Nicephorus Patriarch of 
Conftantinople, in the Ads of the Council of Ephefus, 


declaring the Zrinity to be of 
One and the fame 
Tranfcendent in its Subftance 
Inviftble, and Inconceivable, 
And Laftly, Eulogius, Arch- 
bifhop of Alexandria, {ets it 
forth thus. We divide not 
(fays he ) what is but One, we 
part not the Singularity, nor di- 


ftrad the Unity; but fo Affert 


Effence, 


Tera a at anG@s, aoe | 
exl@., axgléanm@.. Nicephorus 

Conftantinopolitanus in Actis Sy- 
nodi Ephe(iue, Pag. 307. Edt 


tionis Commeliane 159%. . 


"Ou ve ep Ae pops, &T pyovadts 
weesCopSu, oT evades Alg c7rapiu, 
> \ hd Bs , , ~ 
ane tn aide uoroml . 

ard ade grom roAoyerns 
Tautlw cv reso autlw cunStoao: 
yepu vaosvictav, wx avSpwrivos 


Acpopgis TH VAP vey rand Moynis, UTE wWeAvoNTIXGIS EpsLrals ae Uap 

exonny cruGeslorns, Kulogias Archiepifcopus Alexandrinus in Biblio- 

theca Photii, Cod. 230. Pag. 865. Rothomagi Anno Dom. 165}- 
H h | 


this 
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this Unity, in an Eternal Singularity, as to afcribe the fameto 
Three diftint Hypoftafes; by so means fubjecting things a- 
bove our Underftanding, to Human Reafonings, nor by an 
Over-curious Search undervaluing things fo much above all 


Search, or Difcovery. 


Having given this Specimen of what theGreek Fathers 


and Writers, thought an 


Trinitatis Myfterium eft im- 
menfum, & Incomprehenfibile, 
extra fignificantiam fermonis , 
extra fensis intentionem, Im- 
perfpicabile, Lumen occexcat, 
Intelligentize Capacitatem ex- 
Cedit. Egonefcio; fed confo- 
“labor me tamen: Angeli ne- 
{ciunt, fxcula non tenent, A- 
poftolas non interrogavit, Fi- 
lius ipfe non edidit. Ceffet er- 
go dolor querelarum, &c. San- 
élus Hilarius Libro fecundo de 
Trinitate. 


d {poke of the 7rinity, let us 
now pafs to the Latines.And a- 
mongtt thefe,we havein the firft 
place,St. Hilary exprefling him- 
felf thus. Zhe Myftery of the 
Trinity is Immenfe and Incompre- 
henfible, not to be exprefs'd by 
Words, nor reach'd by Sence,Im- 
perceivable,it blinds our Sight, it 
exceeds the Capacity of our Un- 
derftanding. I underftand it not. 
Neverthelefs, I will comfort my 
Self in this, That neither do the 
Angels know it, nor Ages appre- 
hend it, nor have the Apoftles 
enquired of it, nor the Son him- 


Self declared it. Let us therefore 


Abfque ullo Principio aut 
. fine credenda eft San&z Tri- 
nitatis Divinitas. Licet huma- 
nz fit menti ips4 comprehenti- 
one difficilis. Unde non incon- 
grué dicitur quod hoc folum ex- 
e4 comprehendimus, quia pror- 


leave off complaining, &c. 
After him,let us hear St. Am- 

brofe, The Divinity of the Holy 

Trinity(fays he) isto be believed 


by us to be without beginuing or 


end; albeit, hardly pofible to be 
comprehended by the Mind of Man. 


{us comprehendi non poteft. Ambrofius Traét. in Symbolum Apofto- 


licum, Tom. 4. p. 43. col. x Edit. Colon. 1616. * 


_ Upon 
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| Upon which Account it may te not improperly faid 


. concerning it, That we comprehend this only of it, that 


in truth it cannot be comprehended. 


To St. <Ambrofe fucceeds 
St. Auftin. In this Trinity (ays 
this learned Father) is but one 
God, whichis indeed wonderfully 
unfpeakable, and unfpeakably won- 

erful, 

To the fame purpofe Fulgen- 
tius. Sofar as I can judge, only 
the Eternal and Cnchangeable 
Trinity ought to be looked upon 
by us,as worthy to be efteemed In- 
comprehenfibly Miraculous ; and 
as much exceeding all that we can 
think or imagine of it, as it fur- 
mounts all that we are. 


In iA Trinitate, Trinitas eft 
unus Deus, quod fane eft mira- 
biliter ineffabile, vel ineffabili- 
ter mirabile. Aug. de Trinitate 
Lib. 15. 


Sola (quantim arbitror) im- 
mutabilis illa fempiternitas Tri- 
nitatis reperietur Incomprehen- 


' fibilitatis digna miraculo, qua fic 


excedit omne quod cogitare vel 
fapere poffumus, ficut fuperat 
omne quod fumus. Fulgentius ad 
Thrafymundum Regem, lib. 2. c. 1. 


After him we fhall produce Hormifda Bilhop of 
Rome, in a Letter to Fu/tinian the Emperour, about 


the beginning of the Sixth 
Century, fpeaking thus. Zhe 
Holy Trinity(fays he)is but One, 
it is not multiplyed by Number, 
nor grows by any Addition, or 


 Encreafe: Nor can it either be 


comprehended by oar Underftand- 
ing, nor in relpedt of its Divini~ 
ty be at all Divided. Anda lit- 
tle after, Let us Worfbip Father, 
Son, and Floly Ghoft, diftintt in 


Unum eft Sanéta Trinitas, 
non multiplicatur Numero, non 
crefcit Augmento; nec poteft 
aut Intelligentid comprehendi, 
aut hoc quod Deus eft difcretio- 
ne fejungi. Ac paulo poff. Ado- 
remus Patrem & Filtum & Spi- 
ritum San&tum,Indiftin@tum di- 
ftin&té, Incomprehenfibilem & 
inenarrabilem fubftantiam Tri- 
nitatis. Atque iterum, Magnum 


eft fant & incomprehenfibile Myfterium Trinitatis. Crabb. Con- 


cil, Tom. 1. Pag. 1034, 1035: 


‘\ 


Hh» themfelves, 


236 Animadver fions, Ke, 

ss themfelves, but with one indiftin Worfkip, that is to fay, 
The Incomprehenfible and @uutterable Subftance of the Tri- . 
nity. And prefently again, Great axd Incomprenfible is 

the Myftery of the Holy Trinity. 
_ | In the laft place St. Bernard 
Fidenter dixerim zternambe- dclivers himiclf upon the fame . 
atamque Trinitatem,quam non Subject thus. Z confidently afirm 
intelligo, credo, & fide teneo, (fays he) that the Eternal and 
quod non capio mente, Bernar- Bleffed Trinity, which I do not un- 
dus Sermone 76. fuper Cantic.  derftand, I do yet believe,and em- 
| a _ brace with my Faith, what I can 

wot comprehend with my Mind. 

I have here, as I faid, given a Specimen of what the 

. Ancient Writers of the Church, both Greek and Latin, 

- thought and faid of the Bleffed Trinity, and it is, I confefs, 
but a Specimen; fince I think that enough for an Uni- 
verfally acknowledged, and never before contradicted 
Propofition : Whereas, had it but in the leaft feemed a 
Novelty, (as this Author’s Aypothefis not only feems, but 
unqueftionably is) I fhould have thought my felf obliged 
to have brought as many Quotations for it from Antiqui- 
ty, as would have filled a much larger Book than! in- 
tend this fhall be. 

But as for thofe which I have here produced, I do fo- 
lemnly appeal to any Man living, Chriffian, or not Chri- 
ffiax (who does but underftand thefe Languages) whe- 
ther the Fathers now Quoted by me (and all the reft up- 
on the fame Subje& fpeak agreeably to them) Jooked 
upon Trinity in Unity, and Unity in Trinity, as a Plain, 
Eafe, and Intelligible Notion? So that if the Judgment 
of the Fathers, and of this Author, be in this point one 
and the fame, it muft unavoidably follow, That either 

_ the Fathers have not yet declared their Judgment and 
DoGtrine, or that this Author has not yet declared his : 
a Since 
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Since fo much as has been declared on the one fide, wa 


" direct and grofs Coutradidlion to what has been Aflcrted 


‘on the other. se te 
And moreover the fore alledged Teftimonies of the 
Fathers are fuch, that we are not put to draw what we 
contend for, by remote, far fetched Confequences from 
them, but it lics plain, open, and manifeft in them; in 
words too clear and full to be denyed, and too convin- 
cing to be evaded. So- that we are fure both of their 
Words and Expreffions, and of the eommon fenee of all 
Mankindto expoundand underftand them by. And will 
this bold over-bearing Man, after all this, Claim their 
meaning to be the fame with his? What his meaning is, he 
has told us forty times over, viz. The Unity in Triuity, 
&c. is fo far from being an @wintelligible Notion, that it 
is not fo much as dificult, how much foever the dull mi- 
— World has for near 1700 Years thought other- 

wile. 
And now if this be the true Account and ftate of this 
Matter, that when the Fathers fay of the reas’, or 
Frimity, that it is apinl@., axgldanrl@., axglavonl@., 
awrnt@-, vmpenG@y, vrépde@., ump var x Umip Acoor, 
uTEep arlowmivus Aspajus % ump evpnrw: That is to fay, Jn- 
effatle, Inconcervable, Unintelligible, Incomprehenfible, and 
(if pofthle} tranfcending the very Notion of the Deity it 
Sel, above all’Humane Understanding and Reafon, Difcourfe 
and Scrutiny, { fay, if by all this, he can prove that 
the Fathers meant,That it was a very Plain, Eafe, and Intel- 
ligible Notion (as, by affieming that thofe (who ufed all 
thefe Expreffions ) meant the fame with himfelf,.be-does. 
and muft affirm; or fay, That they knew not their 
own meaning, or at leaft were not able to exprefs it, but 
in words quite contrary to it;) I muft needs own the 
Fathers to have been not only /e/s happy in exprefing them- 

| fe 
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felves about this Myftery, than this Author (as with 
great Modefty and Deference to them, he often tells us 


they were) but, which is yet much worfe, that they 


were the moft wretchedly unhappy in wording their own 
Notions of all Men, who ever yet fet Pen to Paper. And 
as for this Author, if @/nutterable, Duconcervable and Gy 
inteigible can pafs with him for Plain, Eafe, and Intel- 
ligible, it is high time for me to leave off difputing with 
him, and either to have no more to do with him, or 
without any further demurr, to profefs my felf as ready 
to believe and grant Contradictions, as he is, or can be, 
to Write 


CHAP. 
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In which is fet down the Ancient, and generally 
received Doctrine of the Church, concerning 
the Article of the Blefled Trinity, as it is 
Delivered and Explained by Councils, Fa- 
thers, School-men, aud other ater Divines ; 


together with a V. indication of the faid Do- 
Ctrine fo Explained from this Author's Ex- 


ceptions. 


Hough..I cannot think that the Natureand De- 


fign of the Work undertook by me ¢ which was. 


only to Animadvert upon, and confute this Author's 
Novel, Heterodox Notions about the Zriwity ) does, or 
can dire@tly engage me to proceed any fines or lay 
any Neceffity upon me to give a pofitive Account of the 
‘ Doctrine and Sence of the Church about this great 4r- 
ticle; yet fince this Author inafferting his own Opinion, 
could not be content to do it without reproaching and 
refleQing upon thofe Ancient Terms, which the Charch 
has been {fo long in poffeffion of, and has ftill thought fit 
to ufe in declaring it felf upon this Subje@, (as if inftead 
of Explaining, they ferved only to perplex, obfcure, and 
confound it) and fince the Reafonablenefs, or Unreafon- 
ablenefs of either Hypothefis, is moft likely to appear by 
fairly fetting down one, as well:as the other, and fhew- 

| ing 


239. 


2AO > 


| Animadverfions, &c. 

ing. what this Opiniator is gone off from, as well as what 
he is gone over to, I judge it neither improper, nor un- 
ufeful to reprefent what the Church has hitherto held 
and taught concerning this Zmperrant Article of the Tri- 
nity, asI find it in Councils, Confefions, Fathers, School- 
men, and other Charch-Writers, Ancient and Modern. 
And in this alfo I muft be, again content to entertain my 
Reader only with a Taft, or Specimen out of fo vaft a 
fiore; which yet I do, with very good Reafon, judge 
both fatjstactory and fufficient, ina Point of Divinity 
Univerfally owned, reseived, and embraced; and (un- 
lefs by fuch as reject and deny the Zrinity it felf) never 
Impugned, or Contradicted’before. 

_. Now the comnonly received Dofrine of the Charch 
and. Schools, pee ripe the Bleffed Trinity (fo far as I 


can judge, but ftill with :’%e humbleft Submiffion to the 


Judgment of che Church of England in the Cafe) is this, 


That the C/ri/tian Faith having laid this fure Foundation, 
that there is but one God; and that-there. is nothing (7..e. 
no Pofitive, Real Being, ftri@ly and properly fo calied) in 

God,but what is Ged,and laftly, That there can be no Com. 
pojition in the Deity with any fuch Pofitive Real Being di- 
{tinct from the Deity it felf; and yet the Churc) finding in, 
Scripture mention ot three,to whom diftinly the God-head 
does belong, it has by warrant of the fame Scripture, Heb. - 
1. 3. exprefled thefe three by the Name of Perfons; and 
ftated their. Perfonalities upon three diftinct Modes of Subfi« 
ftence alloted to one and the {ame God-head, and thee alfodi- 
{tinguifhed from one another by three diftinct Relations. 
Concerning. which, .we muft obferve, Thar albeit, ac- 
cording to the Reality of the 7, hing, the Subfiflenceand — 
Relation of each Perfon make but one Single Indivifible 
Mode of Being, yet according to the Natural Order of 


conceiving Things, we muft, conceive of the Subjiftence 
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as precedent to the Relation : Forafmuch as humane 
Reaton confiders Things fimply as Subjjting, before it 
canconfider themas Kelatirg to one another, 
But for the further Explicationof the Point before us, 
it will here be neceflary to premife whatis properly a 
Mode of Being. And this the School- Divines do not al- 
low to be ether a Subflance, or an Accident (which yet 
makes the adequate Divifion of Real Beings 3 fince there 
is no fuch Being but whatis contained under one of them) 
but a Mode is properly a certain Habitude of fome Being, 
Fffence,or Thing, whereby the faid Effence, or Being is 
determined to fome particular State, or Condition, 
which, barely of it fclf, it would not be determined to. 
And according to this account of it, a Mode in Things 
Spiritual and Immaterial feems to have much the like re- 
ference to fuch kind of Beivgs, that a Pofture has to a 
Body, to which it gives fome diflerence, or diftin@ion, 
witnout fuperadding any new Entity, or Being toit. In 
a word, a Mode isnot properly a Being, either Subftance, 
or Accident, but a certain affection cleaving to it, and 
determining it from its common general Nature and indif- 
ference to fomething more particular, as we have juft 
nowexplained. As for Inftance, in Created Beings, De- 
pendence is a Mode determining the general Nature of Be- 
ing to that particular State, or Condition, by vertue 
whereof it proceeds from, and ts fupported by another 5 
and the like may be faid of Mutability, Prefence, Abfence, 
Inherence, Adherence, and fuch like, viz. That they are 
not Beings, but Modes, or Affections of Being, aud infes 
parable from it fo far, that they can have no Exiftence 
of their own, aftera feparation, or divifion from the 
Things, or Beings to whichthey dobclong. 
And thus having explained, in General, what a Mode 
is, we are to know, That the Per/omalities, by a 
11 the 
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the Deity {tands diverfified into Three Diflind Perfons, 
are by the Generality of Divizes, both Ancient and Mo- 
dern, called aud accounted Modes, or at leatt fomething 
Analogous to them (fince no one Thing can agree both 
to God and the Creature, by a perfect Onivocation.) And 
moreover, as every Mode .F /fentially includes in it the 
Thing, or Being of which it is the Mode, fo every Per- 
fon of the Blefed Trinity, by vertue ofits proper Mode 
of Sub/istence, includes in it the Godhead it felf, and is 
properly the Godhead as fubfifting with and under fuch 2 
certain Mode, or Relation. And this Iaffirm to be the 
Current DoGrine both of the Fathers and the Schools, 
concerning the Perfons of the Blefed Trinity, and the 
conftantly received Account given by them of a Divine 
Perfon, {o far as they pretend to Explain what fuch a 
Perfon 1s. 

And accordingly, as thefe Relations are Three, and but 
Three, fo the Perfons of the Godhead, to whom they be- 
long, are fotoo, viz, Father,Son, and Holy Ghost. But 
then we muft obferve alfo, That the Relations which 
the Godhead may fuftain, are of Two forts. 

ift. Extrinfecal, and founded upon fome Extergal aZ 
iffuing from God; of which fort are the Relatioxs of Cre- 
ator, Preferver, Governour, and the like, to the Things 
Created, Preferved, and Governed by him. Which, though 
they leave a real effe@ upon the Things themfclves, yet 
derive only an External Habitude, and denomination 
confequent from it upon the De/ts it felf. The 

ad. Sort of Relation, is Intrinfecal, and founded upon 
thofe Isterzal AGs, by which one Perfon produces ano- 
ther,or proceeds from another: For to produce and to 
proceed (whether by Generation, or Spiration) is that 
which makes, or Gonftitutesa Plurality of Perfons in the 
Godhead, - 


From 
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From all which it follows, That the Relation, by 
which God asa Creator, or Preferver, refpects his Crea- 
tures, is extremely different from that by which God as a 
Father refpects bis Sow. The former adding only to 
the Deity an Extrinfecal denomination, but the latter lea- 
ving upon it an Internal Incommunicable Charader, Effen- 
tially Infeparable from the Deity. So that although it may 
wellenough be faid, That God might never have been a 
Creator, yet it cannot be faid of Him, That he might 
never have been-a Father 3the former being only an 
effe& ofhis Will, but this latter the Neceffary Refult of 
his Nature. 

Now thefe Internal A&s, upon which the Divine 
Relations are founded, and from which they flow, 


are, 

Firft, That Eternal AZ, by which the Father Com- 
municates his Divine Nature to the Son, which accord- 
ingly is called Generation. 

And that by which the Sov receives his Divine Nature 
from the Father, whichis called Filiation. And. 

Thirdly, The Ad of Spiration, by which the Father 
and the Sow together, eternally breath forth the Holy 
Spirit, And, 

Laftly, The Ad of Proceffion, by whichthe Holy Ghoff 
proceeds, and receives his Divine Nature, joyntly from 
them both. Thefe,I fay,are thofe Internal, Inconmue 
nicable and diftinguifhing Ads, from which the Perfonal 
Relations belonging to the Three Divine Perfons are de- 
rived. 

But you will fay: Does not this infer Four Per(ons in 
the Godhead ? viz. That as Generation and Filiation 
make two, fo Spiration and Procelfion fhould make two 
more ? 


112 I Anfwer, 
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I Anfwer, No: Becaufe the fame Perfon may fuftain 
feveral Perfonal Relations, and Exert, and receive feve- 
ral Perfonal Ads, where thofe Ads, or Relations are not 
oppofite to, or inconfiftent with one another in the fame 
Subject. As for inftance, The Perfo of the Father may 
Exert both an 4& of Generation and of Spiration, and 
fo fuftain the Relations refulting fromboth without any 
Multiplication of his Perfon 5 and the Sow likewife may 
receive and fu(tain the Ad of Faliation, and withal Exert 
an Ad of Spiration, without any Multiplication of Per- 
fonality. And this, becaufe neither are the Ads of Ge- 
neration and Spiration inconfiftent in the Father, nor the 
Ags of Filiationand Spiration, inconipatible in the Sov, 
Though indeed the Acts of Generation and Filiation, 
and the Relations {pringing therefrom, would be utterly 
inconfiftent (becaufe oppofite) in any one Perfon, as 
likewife upon the fame Account would the Acs of Spi- 
ration aud Proceffion. 

From whence by plain and undeniable Confequence it 
fullows, That Generation and Filiation, Spiration and 
Proceffion Conftitute only Three Perfos in the Eterzal 
Godiead and no more. For Relations merely di/parate, 
do not Conftitute feveral diftin& Perfons, unlefs they be 
oppofite too. That Maxime of the Schools being moft 
true, That Sola Oppofitio multiplicat in Divinis. So that 
albeit, Filiation and Spiration are Terms oppofite to their 
re{peCtive Correlates, yet being only dif/pzrate with re- 
ference to one another, and as both of them meet and 
are lodged in one and the fame Subject, (viz. the Peron 
of the Sow) they neither caufe, nor infer in him any 
more than one Single Perfonality. 

But now if any one fhould ask me, What this Geze- 
ration and Filiation, this Spiration and Proce(fion are ? 


I Anfwer, 
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I an(wer, That herein confifts the Myftery 5 and fince 
fuch Myfteries exceed the Comprehenfion of Humane 
Reafon, [ am not in the leaft afhamed, moft readily to 
own my ignorance thereof, inthat known Anthem uled 
in the Church. 


Quid fit Gignt, quid Proceffws, 
Me nefcire Jum profelfus. 


For thothe Author whom I have been Difputing with, 
by the help and vertueof Two Wonder working words 
Cable to make one, who is no Conju:er, do {trangze things) 
undertakes to make this greate(t of Myltcries Plain, Hu- 
fre, and Inteiligible 3 and when he has done this, (as he 
{ays he has) owns it neverthelefs for a Myffery (tll : yee 
in the Judgment of other Mortals, to acknowledge a 
Thing Inexplicable, and in the fame Breath to cffer ax 
Explication of it too, will be thought a li:tle too much 
for one of an ordinary pitch of Sence and Reafon to 
pretend to 5 and therefore, for my own part, Idare not 
look fo high. 

Upon the whole matter, in difcourfing of the Trini- 
ty, Two Things are abfolutely neceffary to be held and 
infifted upon. One, That each, and every Perfon of 
the Bleffed Trinity, entirely contains and includes in him- 
felf the whole Divine Nature. The other, That each Per- 
fon is Incommunicably different and diftind from the 
other. | | 

And here if it fhould be asked, How they differ, and 
whether it be by any real diftindion between the Perfons 2 

I An(wer, Yes: But for the better explaining of my 
Anfwer, we mutt diftinguifh of Two forts of Real Di- 
ftinctions. 


1. The ° 
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1. The firftgreater, viz. When Two Things, or real 
Beings, differ trom one another, 

2. The other lefler s as when the difference is between 
a Thing, or real Bezvg on the one fide, and the’ Mode of 
it onthecther: Orbetween Two or more Modes of the 
fame Being. And this Diftinction, or Difierence 1s cal- 
led Real, in oppofition to that which is wholly founded 
upon the Apprehenfion, or Operation of the Intelled, 
and has of it felf no Exiftence without it. Buta Being, 
and the Mode adhering to it differ, whether the Mind e- 
vcr apprehends and thinks of them, or no. And thus 
we afhrm, That the Divine Perfons really differ, and are 
diftinguifhed from one another, viz. by a Modal, or lef- 
jer fort of Real difference 5 according to which, the D- 
vine Nature Subjijting under, and being determined b 
fuchacertain Mode, perfonally differs from it felf, as fub- 
fisting under, and determined by another. Forafmuch 
as the Divine Nature, or Godhead fo fubjfting and de- 
termined is properly a Perfon. Nor ought this {mallnefs 
of difference between the Divine Perfons to be any pre- 
fumption againft the Truth of what we have delivered 
concerning the Occonomy of the Bleed Trinity, as {hall be 
more particularly (hewn in Anfwerto one of this Author's 
Objections againft it, before we come to a conclufion of 
this Chapter. 

In the mean time to fum up the foregoing Particulars, 
the Reader may pleafeto take what I aver to bethe Do- 
rine of theCatholick Church about this great Article, in 
this following Account of it, viz. [at there is one, and 
but one Self. Existing. Infinite, Eterxal, &c. Being, Na- 
ture, or Substance, which we call God, And that this 
In finite, Eternal, Self-Exifting Being, or Nature, Exifts in, 
and is common to Three diftin Perfons, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoft. Of which the Sox eternally iffues wi ri 
; | atner 
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Father by way of Generation, and the Holy. Ghof joyntly 
from both, by way of Spiration; which Three Divine 
Perfons{uperadd to this Divine Nature, or Deity, I bree 
different Modes of Sub/iftence, foundingfo many different 
Relations 5 each of them belonging to each Perfow ina 
peculiar Uncommunicable manner 3 fo that by vertue 
thereof, each perfon refpectively differs and ftands diftin- 
guifhed from the other Two: And yet by reafonof one 
and the fame Numerical Divine Nature or Godhead cqually 
exi(ting in, and common to all the Three Perfons, they 
are all but Oxe and the fame God. who is bleffed for Ever. 

This I reckontobea True and Juft Reprefentation of 
the Dodtrine of the Catholick Church, {o far as it has 
thought fittodeclare it {clf upon this Great and Sacred 
Myftery. Not that I think this fets the Point clear from 
all Difficulties and Objections. For the Nature and 
Condition of the Thing wil] not have it fo, nor have the 
Ableft Divines ever thoughtit fo, (for where then were 
the Myftery 2) But that it gives us the faireft and moft 
confiftent Account of this Article, both with reference 
to Scripture and Reafon, and liable to the feweft Excep- 
tions again{t it, of any other Hypothefs, or Explication of 
it whatfoever. 

And the fa.ne will appear yet further from thofe Terms, 
which the !Vriters of the Church have all along ufed in ex- 
preffing themfelves upon this Subject. And that both 
with refpect, 

Firft, Tu the Onity and Agreement of the Three Divine 
Perfons in one andthe fame Nature. And 

Secondly, To their Perfonal DiftinGion from one ano- 
ther. 

And firlt, For their Onity and Agreement in one and 
the fame Nature. The Greeks expreffed this by the 
Terms syoxsiirns, OF GMo8oI0Vy ToUldTHs, and tris, And 
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the Latines by Confubitantialitas and Coeffentialitas. BY 
all which [ affirm, That they under(tood an Agreement’ 
in one and the fame Numerical Nature, or Effence. For 
tho this Author has affirmed, That the Nicene Fathers un- 
derftood no more by the oyosoidtus, than a Specifick Unity 
of Nature, this Matter has been fufficiently accounted 
for, and his Aflertion effe@tually confuted in the forego- 
ing Chapter, 

In the next place. As fcr the Terms exprefling the 
Diftindtion and Diflerence of the Divine Purfons from 
one another, the Greeks make ufe of thefe, Tes Trini- 
ty, mecoamme Perfons, va0,d0oug Subfifiences, oF Perfons, : 
foo; Unzefias Alodes of Sublfience. isoailes Properties, 
xaegilip.s Marks of DiStinition, yopanrugisinx iudjaatoc 
di |titgufhing Properties, yroe ware Notes of Significati- 
ov, And agreeably tothem, the Latines alfo make ufe 
of the following Terms, Trinitas, Perfona, Subfifier- 
tit , Modi Subjijiendi, Proprictates, Relationes, and 
Notiones fcu Notionalia. By which laft the Schoolmen 
mean fuch Terms and Expreffions, as ferve to notifie - 
and declare to us the proper and peculiar diftinction 
of the Divine Perfons. And they reckon four of them, 
wiz. the above-mentioned Paternitus, Filiatio, Spiratio 
€3 Proceffio, all of them importing Relation, To which 
fome adda fifth, which the Greeks call &yevino.e , or 70 
xyirnfoy and the Latines, Lnunafcibilitas 5 a Term not 
Importing in it any pofitive Relation, but only a meer 
Negation of all producibility, by any Supcriour principle, 
and uponthat account peculiar tothe Father, who alone, 
of all the Perfons of the Biefftd Trinity, is without Pro- 
duction. Touching all which Terms, I cannot think it 
necefliry to enlarge any further, 19 a particular and 


more diftinét Explication of thems fince, how differing 


foever they may be in their refpective fignifications, they 
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all concurin the fame ufeand defign 5 which 1s to ex- 
prefs fomething proper and peculiar to the Divine Per. 
fous, whereby they are rendred diftiné from, and In- 
communicableto one another. | 


But thefe few general Remarks I think fitto laydown — 


concerning them. As, 

1. That albeit moft of thefe Terms, as to the Form of 
the Word,run absfracfively yet they are for the moft part 
to be underftood Concretively, and not as fimple Forms, 
but as Forms tu Conjunction with the Subject, which 
they belong to. In the former abftracted fence they are 
properly Perfonalities, or Perfonal Properties, viz. Thofe 
Modes, or Forms by which the Perfons, whom they ap- 
pertainto, are formally conftituted and denominated 
what they are 5 but in the Latter and Concrete Sence, 
they fignifie the Perfons themfelves. 

2. The Second Thing, which I would obferve, is, 
That therehas been in the firft Ages of the Church fome 
Ambiguity in the ufe of the words sole and vadsuns, 
rigéowmov, or Perfona. For neither would the Latines 
at firft admit of Three Hypoftafes in God, as taking o/'x 
and urisxcis for the fame Thing 3 for that they had no 
other Latin Word,to Tranflate tadsxoig by, but S#bftan- 
tia by which alfothey Tranflated soix 5 (the Word Sxéd- 
fiftentia being then looked upon by them as Barbarous, 
and not in ufe) fo that they refufed the Term z¢¢i¢ tzro- 
stous, for fear of admitting of Three distind Substan- 
ces, Or Effences in the Trinity, which they knew would 
lead them into the Errour of Arivs. Nor on the other 
fide would the Greeks acquiefce in ayia tovsxovs, NOK 
admit of the we’cwoa, for fear of falling thereby into 
the contrary Errour of Sabel/ins 5 for that they thought 
the Word seéowaov imported no real Internal difference, 
but onlya difference of a or Attribute, or at mott 
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of Office 5 and for them to allow no more than fuch an 
one amongtt the Divine Perfons, they knew was S abellj- 
anifme. And this Controverfie of Words exercifed the 
Church for a confiderabletime 3. to appeafe and compofe 
which (amongft other Matters.) a Council was called 
and held at Alexandria aboutthe Year of Chriff, 262. in 


_which amongft many other Bifhops Convened from Ita- 


ly, Arabia, Egypt and Lybia, was prefentalfo Athanafius 
himfelf And in this Council both fides having been ful- 


_ ly heard, and found to agree infence, though they dif- 


fer'd in words, it was ordained, That they fhould 
thenceforth Mutually acknowledg one another for Or- 
thodox, and forthe future ceafe contending about thefe 


words to the difturbance of the Church, By which 


means, and efpecially by the Explicarion given of thefe 


words hy Athanafius, ( whereby (as Gregory Naziansey 


tells us in his Panegyrick upon him) he fatisfied and re- 
conciled both Greeks and Latines to the indifferent ufe of 
them, and indeed that Oration made by Nazianzen 
himfelf in the Council of ConStantinople (viz. The {e- 


cond General) before 150 Bifhops, not a little conty?- 


buting tothe fame 3) the fence of thefe Terms from that 
time forward. came generally to be fixed, and the Am- 
biguity of them removed, and fo the Controverfie by 
degrees ceafed between the Grecks and Latines, and the 
Words wescwm, or Perfona, and Umoskse¢, or Subfi- 
ftentie grew atlength to be promifcuoufly ufed without 
any Jealoufie or Sufpicion, and to be accepted on all 
hands (though not prefendy) in the fame fignifica- 
tion, | 

3.. The Third Thing which I would obferve, is, That 
fome of the forementioned Terms fignifie Canfally, and 
fome only Deslaratively, that is to fay, fome Import the 
Ground and Reafon of she Diltin@ion. of the Divine 


Perfons.. 
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Perfons, and fome import only Merks, Notes, and Signs 
of foch a Diftinétion. Of the fir fort amongft the 
Greeks, are deosioes, Sbxo twecfsas, and iSuémfes 3 and 
amongft the Latines, Sxbjiftentie, Modi Sub/ifiendi, 
Proprietates & Relationes. OF the Latter fort among{t 
the Greeks are xnggrTices and yogic unre + and amongft 
the Latines, Notiones. But for the fuller and further 
illuftration and improvement of this Note, Icannot but 
add the Obfervation of the folid and exaGily Learned 
Forbefivs, viz. That of thefe Jodes called by the 
Greeks, ‘bro todeRus, there is a Four-fold Ufe, or Ef- 
fect, as they fuftain Four feveral Confiderations, viz, 
hat, 

Firft, As Modes of fubfiffence, they Conftitute the Per- 
ons, And 
r Secondly, That by the Relations, which they imply 
and include, they caufe the (aid Perfons to be referred 
toone another. And | 

Thirdly, That as they are Properties they diftinguifh 
the Perfonsfromeachother. And . 

Laftly, That, as Notions, they are Mears, and (as it 
were) Inftruments whereby we are enabled in fome 
meafure to apprehend and conceive of the Divine Per- 
fons. Forbefws Inftrud. Hift. Theoleg, Lib. 1, Cap. 35. . 
Se. 16. 

By all which it appears, That the feveral forementio- 
ned Terms do really import but one and the fame 
Thing, differently confidered, according to the (everal 
Ufes and Effects afcribed to it, in refpeat of the Occonomy 
of the Three Divine Perfons amongft themfelves, __ 

4. In the Fourth and Laft place, we may obferve, 
That the words moft commonly and frequently uled by 
Writers'in treating of the Divine Perfons, are the fore- 
mentioned Unosdccc, Sima twdefws, and iduérules a- 
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mongft the Greeks. Ard the Terms Perfone, Relatio- 
nes, Proprietates, and (in the Jatter Ages efpecially ) 
Subjiftentie, and Modi Subfifiendi among{t the Jig- 
tines, _ bd . ae 7 
Thefe Obfervations I thought fit tolay down for our: 
clearer and readier Apprehenfion of the Exprcflions u- 
fed by the Fathers, and: other Church-lVriters ig their. 
Difcourf2s about this great Article of the Chriftian, 

And fo I proceed. now to my Authorities. fhewing 

both frei the Aactent and Modern afe of the Terms- 

aforefsid , and more efpecially of the UIses5H5 and 

pia vaseFear, the Sublifientia & Modi Jabjifiendi, that 

the Church has ail along placed the relpective Perfonalj. 
ties of the Three Divine Perfous in Three di {tind Modes of. 
Subfijtence, according to the Dottrine afferted by us, And 

here [ fhall begin with the Geeek Writers, fetting them. 

down according to the Order and Age in which they. 

Lived. | 

Futin Mayr, Od firlt with Fuftin Martyrs who in his tSeoig 8 a): 
: st2¢, or Expofition of Faith, {peaks thus. "Ou awry Ta 
wogi 6 vig go 7d mreDUK Kyler, 8 To Mev yea) Kou yevryroy, 

Wei ExTRCUTOV SK Soins ordueta KAA Boa ad Va Kostas, 

The Son (fays he ) andthe Holy Ghofi, are not the. 

fame with the Father 5 For the Terms On begotten a 
Begotten, and Proceeding, are not the Nawes, of Effence, 

but Modes of Subiiftence, Fuftin. Expofition. frdei. p.373. 

Colon. Edition. 1686. Agiin , {peaking of the fame 
Terms, he tclls us, Zhat they are not soixe Symlnn, 

bat onusvlu& tZy brostceav, that is to fay, ot deno- 

ting the Effznce, but figuifying the Fiypoftafes, or Subfi- 

Stences 3 addirg withil, tek PS MuW icnewed To gdm. 

CWT, HE THY or x8’ xck US, HL cyis wrebuaTGr id 20vre6 

curve UTésaow, That they are fufficient for us to di- 


ftinguifh 
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Stinguijh the Perfons, and to flew the proper and peculiar 
Subjtfeence of father, Son and Holy Ghoft by. Pag. 374. 
And again, “Eva Ody wcooitney umoRoye ev TUB Kou bid, Kes 
miebuch ayizs yr@eiQyuor', H mw oxtio ks bids, vey mit 
Kyioy B wns Octn@ ros LITHIA Woe rlovtas, HAE ozte 73 . 
Har” SOV KOM THY UBosdotey resoras. - That Is, me cught to 
own, or confefs one God, expreffcd to us in Father, Son, 
and Foly Ghoft, hereby acknowledging, as they are Father, 
Son and Holy Ghost, Three Subfiftences of one and ihe 
Jame Godhead 5 but as they are God, under Standing there- 
by one Effince or Subftance common to all the Subfijtences, p. 
379, ibid. . By all which Expreffions we fee Perfonality 
{tated upon Subfiftence. 

Our next Teftimony thall be from Ai4ana 148, Who in Arhanaficss, 
his Treatife de Sand iffimi Virgine Deipari, gives this 
Account of his Faith, Pisevouev eis Priests wel Uv, Kot ke 
Yi0Y WVEUELer, PicSe UMS aT EY ON cho a eesOV exe svTEY Thy Scigesty, 

Kat TH easw kovyxuTe, That is, MWe believe in F ather, 

Son, and Holy Ghoft, 4 Trinity of Aypoftafes, or Per. 
fous, having amongft them fuch a Diftin@ion, as admits 

of no Divifion, and fuch an Union, or Unity, as as 

without all Confusion, Athan. Ton. x, p.-1029.Colon. Eait, 

1686, : 

The Author called Dionyfius the Arcopagite (tho bya ee 
falfe Title, for the Areopagite lived in the fir{t Century pupites 
but this /V’riter in the fourth) in his Book de Divings 
Nominibus, cap. 1. {ets forth the Trinity thus. Taxes} 
Sx thy oumssafov aS UME OBS youucrar@ eapevow. The Tre. 
nity (lo called) becaufe of its manifestation of a Divine, or 
Superlative Fecundity fhewn in Three Subliftences, or Per. 
fons. ce ee | 
. Epipbanius alfo in the 62d. Herefie, and 3d. Para. 
graph, gives the like account of the fame, Toics cedas- 
eK Parle, Hd bide, nou vel ce Kyiv, Sy ads wd Toy dvd eeceriy 

Ke~ 
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HEKAMLRVON, KAN Andes rire Ta Ovdunla, ThAcso Umoskoes 
The Trinity is Numbred by Father, Son and Holy Ghoft, 
not as one Thing called only by Three Names, but as being 
in Truth T bree perfed Subjiftences, (or Perfons) as well as 
T bree perfeédé Names. 

In like manner Gregory Nazianzen {peaks much the 
fame Thing in his 29th Oration. Xe nou tov eve Oedv m- 
eel uct ras Jes Umeseoess CuOAOyeI, ef T Sy pie wodowme, vo 
tndswv wera BididtHl@-. We ought (fays he) to bold one 

God, and to confefs Three Subjiftences, or Three Perfons, 
_ each with his refpeétive Property according to his Subf- 
Stence, Greg. Nazianz, Tom. 1. P. 490. Edit. Parif, 
1630. 
Gregory Nyjfkn, Gregory Nyffen, upon thofe words in the firft of Gene- 
fis, Let us make man, exprefles himfelf thus. "Ewosgcev 6 
Gere avdowm ive varus THV Oedtila, tvasrxg At & Tes Uaosk- 
See, iia HS Vaso is Pagds, Mie We nou mvevpeaclG@- xyis, God 
Cfays he) wade man (laying the ftrefs upon the word 
emoinoey Of the Singular Number) that you may reckon, 
or account the Godhead. to be but One. But not fo the 
SubfiftencessF or thereis a proper Sub/istence of the Father, 
a proper Subjiftence of the Son, and a proper ey se of 
the Holy Ghoft. Greg. Nyflen, Tom. 1. p. 141. Edit, Pa- 
rif. 1615. 
St. Bafil. St. Bafilin his Book de Spiritu Sando, Chap. 18. {peaks 
thus of the Second Perfox of the Trinity. acregov de 
Ole BUTH Kd THUCQOV KKAKCA LEV, Oe YS tx Oes weornvisr- 
Tes nou 7d IAUaQov TAY UmosKoeaN OAeodoye he nat advo uer-tol 
poveoxing. We (fays he) sever to this Day heard of a 
Second God 5 but Worfhipping the Son as God of God, we 
both acknowledge the Property of the. Hypoftafes (or Per- 
fons'| aud infist upon one Supreme Governour, or Lor 
‘Z all Things. Baf Tom, 2. p. 332. Edit. Parif. 
1037. 


Gregory Na- 
“ianzen, 


Like- 
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Likewife St. CyriZ of Alexandria declares himfcil - ee 
much the fame way inhis third Dialogue de Trinitate. ; 
“Evest yao de iev TOW pug TH OTHE Lodey 7g Ursen 
ow, We may obferve (lays he) in one Deity, 4 Terna- 
ry, or Triplicity according to (or in refpcct of] Subf- 

Le 982e., 

f The fame we find alfo in I(dorus Pelufota, Lib. V. spans Pelu 
Fpift. 247. Mie yee ts  @tsths, Pag fF al Umosdoess {rota 

TST) THe, THT txt. Thereis (fays he) One Godhead, 

but Three Hypostafes, or Subfiftences. This keeps this 

hold, &e. 

T heoderet alfo {peaks very fully upon the fame Subject, Theodarer.. 
in his firft Dialogue comtr,.Anomgos, Tx pw t soins 
TM duviag ast nok TS wake Koy eB cis ndy 16 KIS TVEU- 

MalG” 10 At Patig x nord", Ode Keg BD ssincg INsov 1b Parke, 
NAS A Herosceocas, EAE KAAO aS bmosxoeme Tei Aiop Kx KAAw 
YaAxg Miduare, 8 THrsy es eumonveudsov Borin Kou Uscsedte, 
That isto fay, Such Things as belong properly to-the(_ Di- 
vine | Effence, or Subjtance, are in like manner common 
to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoff But the Term {L Fa- 
ther \is not common to them 3; and therefore (| Father ] 
7s no Property of the Effence, but of the Subfiftcnce, or Per- 
fon: But now, if ene Thing be proper to the Hypoftafrs, 
or Subfiftence, and there be other Properties ofthe Ejfence, 
it follows, That Effence and Hypoftafis do not fignifie one 
and the fame thing. And again, alittle after: “H 3 s- 
oie Mobis Ko Lis ds Kyles mvedmaTos KotH’ CUIIO6 TS ards o- 
pushing KPIxeGo, Oudsos dylx nou dudios &YROK, Kor duaTBmAC — | 
you pic Boies Seis bmsdoas, Thar iss] he Fifenceor Sub- 
ftanceof the Father, and. the Son, and the Holy Ghoft 
is common, being equally and alike Immortal, Incorrup- 
tible, Holy and Good. And for this Reafon we af- 
firm One Effence, and. Three Hypoftafes, Auctarinms five 
Tom. 5, Iheodoret. p. 286. Edit. Parif’ 1684. Cer-. 


tainly. 
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tainty nothing could, with greater Evidence, (tite the 
Per(onalitiesof Father, Sun, and Holy Ghoft upon Three 
feveral Subfiftences, than the Words here quoted out of 
this Fatber. And quote them out of him, though I 
know the fame Dialogues are inferted ito Athanafius’s 
Works; but lam convinced by the reafons given by Gar- 
werins the Learned Eritor of this Auarinm, that the 
{ai Dialogues cannot belong to Athana/ims. 

Baftlivs Selew Next to him let us hear Bajilius Seleucienfis {peaking 

eine Se Ne Came Thing in his firft Oration, upon the firlt Verfe 
of the fir(t Chapter of Gene/is, where, upon thefe words, 
Let us methe Max after our own Intage and Likenefs, he dif- 
courfes thus. Mix yey elacey y wAxTTOMcl, Ly bog } BooTaM'S 
vHutly &\Ad Blay UmosKc ear" nonty yao a Oedril@ Anpalee- 
ax To BATU, Clie yew eAPutes THY BAxTTSoK, lay 
Ke eludvc 8 MraQ UTXOXBT AV, & At pie ® Lad Ge ElKa 
tale TEV Umusxo tow 4 pric, To yao revtiv dS acing 4 elnd- 
r@. erng anguria. That ts to fay, The Insage here formed 
is hut One. but the nt ion here made is not of One Hy- 
postats, or Perfon only, but of Three. For the Thing form- 
ed being the consnon WV ork of ihe whole Deity. foews the Tri- 
nity ta havebeen the Former thereof; ana fo gives usone 
Tusage, or Refenblance ofthe Urinity: But if the Image of 
the [vinity be but Oxe, the Nature of the Hypostafes (or Per- 
fons | went be One too, For the Unity of the Image, pro- 
claims the Unity of the Subjtance, or Fifence. Bafil. Selen- 
cienf. Orat. 1. P- 5+ Printed at Paris with Gregorius 
Thaumaturgus, &c. Anno Dom. 1622. 


as Zacharias Sirnamed Scholafticus, and fometime Me- 
tropolitan of Mutyleve Cot the Sixth Century) in his 
Difputation agaraft the Philofophers who held the Eter- 

nity of the World, toa certain Philofopher, asking him, 


How the Chriffians could ackaowledg the fame botha 
Trinity 
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Trinity and an Unity too ? Makes this Anfwer. Tease 
Dx pry Eivors bv Bova nos MoVadE ev Hiddy Ta Tio wev Lwrsacess dels 
Coty Av 5 Soiav pov, Thatis, Ve affirma Trinity in Oni- 
ty, and an Unity in Trinity 4 hereby affirming tke Sub- 
fiftences ( or Perfons | to be Three, and the Effence, or 
Subflance to beonly One. | | 

Johannes Damafcenus, a Writer of the Eighth Centu- 244i" 

ry, in his Third Book de Orthodoxda fide, Chap.11.about 
theend of it{peaks thus, @edms wiv YS Quow dwAoj, to § 
Mute THY UrdsuoIV, Bowe aVIewTerHs THY QUT» PES@ 5 thy 
UDCSUOW. Oeig Fuad Kody dP Q.okwE CHUM ety Kor ED’ ENKSHS 
TGV ansclocay ToTlerea meeorbuos That is, The Godhead 
. declares the Nature, but the Term Father] the Subjiftence 5 
as Humanity does the Humane Nature, but Peter the Sub- 
fistence, or Perfon. For the Term [God] denotes the 
Divine Nature in Common, and equally denominates, 
or is afcribed to each of the Alypostafes, or Subfiftences. 
Damsafcen. Page. 207. Edit. Bafil. 1575. 

I hall clofe up thefe particular Teftimonies with fome 
Paffagesin the Creed, commonly called the Athanafian 3 Athanafian 
which I place fo low, becaufe it is manifett, that Arha- °"*** 
zafius was not the Author of it, it being not fo muchas 
mentioned in any Axstient Writer (as the very Learned 
Dr.Cave affirms )tillit occurs inTheodulphus Aurelianenfis, Hiftor. i- 
who lived about the latter end of the Eighth Century. tera. p. 
Now the Paflages are thefe, mutt ovfytoiles 105 bmosdocs to" 
Cin fome Copies neboara) pati THv Soiny Soeesvzes, eAAN” 
ye is A Te wages UudsKols, GAAW TE WIS, Koy HAAN TE piel peor 
TG? 16 ceyis, &AAR Polde Kos Us nade rvEUMaTE- AIS prin Oed- 
mg, Gc, Thatis, Neither confounding the Hypoftafes 
[er Perfons | nor dividing the Subftance. For there 
3s one Hypoftafis of the Father, another of the Son, and 
another of the Holy Ghoft, but the Godhead of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoft hg One, &c. And again, 


cAgE 
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Shed cd HEC UmIsxoess cUvdKaVeaG, tavToie cies not too, That 
is, Lhe whole Three Hypoftafes (or Perfons ] are Coe- 
ternal together, and Coequal. Thefe Paffiges are full 
and plain, and the Creed it felfmay well claim the An- 
tiquity at leaftof the Eighth Century. 

My next Authorities hall be thofe of the Councils. But 
beforel pafs to them, I cannot but obferve and own to. 
the Reader concerning {ome of the firft of my Quotati- 
ons, viz. thofe out of Juftin Martyr, and that out of 
St. Athanafivs, that it has been very much queftioned 
by fome Learned Men, Whether thofe Books, from 
whence they are taken; do really belong to the Authors 
to whom they are afcribed, and among whofe Works ~ 
they areinferted, orno, ThisI fay, [was not igno- 
rant of, neverthelefs I thought fatto quote them by the 
Names under which I found them placed 5 fince many 
very Learned Perfons,and much more acquainted with 
the Writings of the Ancients than I pretend to be, have 
upon feveral Occafions donefobeforeme. And thefaid 
Tracts are certainly of a very early date,and though the 
Authors of them thould fall a Gentury or two lower, yet 
they ftill retain Antiquity enough to make good the 
Point for which I alledged them. Neverthelefs I muft 
and do confefs it very probable, That the more difting 
and exa&t ule of the Terms Sresdous, and temo Umagkias, 
as applyed to the Divine Perfons, did not gencral- 
Jy and commonly take place, but as by degrees the Dif- 
cuffion of the Arian and other the like Controver fies, 
through frequent Difputes, grew to {till a greater and 
greater Maturity. And that the ule of thefe Terms did 
obtain then, and upon that Account, I thinkavery con- 
fiderable Argument to authorize, and recommend them- 
to all Sober and Judicious Minds.. 


And. 
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And fo I pafs to the Teftimonies of Councils concern- 
ing the fame. Amongft which, we have kere, in the 
firft place, the Council of Chalcedow, making a Confcfii- 
on, of Declaration of their Faith, concerning the PerfonCouncl of 
of our Saviour, and that, both as to the Abfolute undivi- ~~” = 
ded Unity of kis Perfon, and as to the Diflerenceand Di- 
ftinGtion of his Two Natures, part of which Confeffion 
runs thus. “Oxodoysedo te nou rauliv Inosy Xeisbe, AUgiOV, Widv 
fovoyevn, ev diuo piceo aoUlytras, A PraTas, aAiocige Tes, Wat oy GI 
gises yragitiucrov soe us 8 ra Qiceav Aiacpogag dvmenuchng dix 
TRV EY@oIVY, F@CoueMns } pecerdov a ididtHTG exarkegs Puotus, 

Kou cig EV eecOwmWKR uiav twsseow ousexsons. That is, We 
conjefo One and the fame Lord Fefus Chriit, the only be- 
gotten Son of God in Two Natures, without Confufion, &c. 
the difference of the faid Natures, being by no means de- 
Stroyed by their Onion, but ratker the property of each Na- 
ture being thereby preferved, and both concurring to (Lor 
meeting in| One Perfon, or Hypoftafis. This Account 
of the Chalcedon-Confeflion we have in the Second 
Book of Evagrivs, towards the jatter end of the 4t4 
Chapter 5 and a lively Inftance it is of the Coumcil's ex- 
prefiing the Perfoxality of Chrift by, and ftating It upon, 
Subjiftence, a 

In the next place, upon Juftinian’s calling the fecond Rite 
Council of Conftantinople (being the Fifth General one )o». 
in the Year 553, for Condemning of the Tria Capitula, 
we have a large and Noble Confeflion of Faith made by 
that Emperour, and owned and applauded by all the 
Council, and inferted amongft the Acts of ic: And in 
this we have the Three Divine Perfons feveral times ex-. 
preffed by fo many c#sdous, as a Term equivalent to 
w2Joome and indeed importing withall the Per/onality, 
or Formal Reafon of the fame; and that fo fully and 
plainly, thatnothing could,’or can be more fo. ‘O,o- 

LI 2 Ady ner 
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Aoysphe rolvuv mseverw tle Paste, nhs Viv, nda Kyov Preteree 
Te rade 5ao8sioy, wlav @eSmlec, USI alow hss Sorina, wi Jive UY, 
Koei egaoicn ev Seo iv bmos coer w, #Bi w 006 Grr 217; NosKCorrec, Che. 
Thatis, We profefs to Believe One Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoft, Glorifying thereby a Confubjlantial Trinity, One 
Deity, or Nature, or Effznce, and Power and Authority 
in Three Subfifiences, or Perfons. And again to the fame 
purpofe, Movado ty Grave nou Tks ev ford si Toons, wa- 
AdOEOY ey OV THY Moxcipesiv Kos rh GT 5V, words uty XE] tov Ses- 
Clas Wysi ©es THIS Adyov, Sade dt A rds iSomzes Hyer boosd- 
casudinescom, Ie wor/hip (lays he) an Unity in Tri- 

nity, and a Trinity in Unity, having both a range and 
wonderful Diftin&ion and ‘Union, that is to fay, an 
Onion, or Singularity in refpe of the SubStance or God- 
kead,and a Trinity in vefpedt of Properties, S ubjifiences, or 
Perfoas 5 with feveral more fuch Paffiges to the fame 

Kiith Gene  UFpofe and Signification. | 


rai Coun- And then, as forthe Council it {elf the firft Canon cf 
cil, it{peaksthuss Eide sx 6yodoyes Pais, Ui, x) cyl mved mol Gy 


VLD Poot yy HI BOL, Kc ALON A\ivee LAN, UREEST KV, CiKSK Sos. 
OV, Miav Ocdrilee ev Pioivvaosxseow, Kr mevsdwos moosnunriy, 
TUETO. “AKHyx tsa, That 1s, If any one Confefs not. 
One Nature, or Subftance, One Power, and Authority of 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, aCoeffential Trinity, and 
One Deity to be Worfhipped in Three Subfistences, or pere. 
TheSixth 2%, Let fuch an one be Accurfed. | 
General In the next place, we have the Sixth Geveral Council, 
Geunctl, and the Third of Constantinople, calledby Constantines 
Pogonatws again{t the Mozothelites in the Year 681. In. 
the Ads of which Conmcil, Article6. we have the Coun- 
cil owning the fame Thing, aad in the fame words, 
which a little before we quoted out of the Council of 
Chalcedon: And moreover in the Tenth Article, the 
Council declares it felf thus. Ti négsov iuav'tusdv Xoi-. 
: scy. 
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SOV TOY KANDIOY Sedv onselovTts Ma uev Avo adrs Tes Oboes tv ry 
Lg AUTS NicAguDsGs trrsdod, eke. That 1s, We believ- 
ing our Lord Jefus Chrift to be the True God, do Affirm in 
hime Two Dijtind® Natures fhining forth in One Suh. 
fiftence, cr Perfom, 


Agreeably tothis, the Council immediately followine ee 
called by the Grecks, EivoN@-? wes Sturn, and by the ha QuiniSox- 
tines Concilium Quini Sextun, Confilting chiefly of the ™- 
fame Perfons with the former, and called by the fame 
Constantine about Ten Years after, for the meking of. 
Canons about Difcipline, vy way of Supplement to the 
Fifthand Sixth Cosnerls, which had made none, This 
Council, I fay, inthe firft of its Cavons, whichis as akind 
of Preface, owns and applauds the Nicewe Fathers, for 
that, with an Unanimous Agreement and confent of 
Faith, they had declared and cleared up one Confubffan- 
tiality in the Three Aypoftafes, or Subfiftences of the Dj- 
vine Nature, Oi Th dtechioucotix a wistag 70 Smossyoy Wai 
tr) TOV psc 19 Oiacex nus Protas bwoseocay KMekarubvle nex 
Ai Satacey, Oe. 

And Laftly inthe Florentine Council, held in the Fif. The cunci2 
teenth Century, in which theGreeks, with their Empe- ‘f Féerence. 
ror Johannes Paleologus met the Latines in order to an 
Accord between them, touching that. fo much contro-. 
verted Article about the Proceffion of the Fol, Ghoft. In 
this Couxcil, Ifay, we have the Greeks alfo exprefling - 
the Perfowality of the Holy Ghoft, by the 13 taosahudy, 

For whereas the Latines affirmed, that the Holy Ghofé « 
the roxyiov ovetuce did drcCruzew inreuis Thatis to fay, 
Stream, or flow from the Son, the Greeks defited them- 
to «xpl.:in what they meant by that Expreffion, dva@ad- - 
Cewinls 6, and whether they underftood, that he de- 
rived both his E/éace and Perfonality from him, and that. 
in thefe words very fignificant ta our purpofe:, "By Tv 
BONG. 
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SOLAY Hos TH Umosee Lucy Civ exes TEKS Ag uPaiver &3 adey re cis 
By which we fee that even with thefe Modern Greeks al- 
fo the otsi« and 1d Umsndniy, which isall one with the 
umesnois, fignifie Effewce and Perfor, as applyed to the 
Perfons ok the Bleffed Trinity, Hift. Concil. Florent. in 
the laft Ghapter, and Queftion 7. of Section 8. Pag. 246, 
fet forth by Dr. Creyghton, 1660. 

[ cannot think it requifite to quote any Thing more 
fromthe Greeks uponthis Subject, it being asclear asthe 
Day, that both Fathers and Councils tated the Perfon- 
alities Of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, upon Three dif- 
tind Eiypoftafes,or Subfiftences of one and the fame God- 
head, Effence, or Subfiance, diftinguifked thereby into 
Three Perfons, 

And fo I pafs from the Greeks to the Latines, whom > 
we fhall find giving an Account of the fame, partly by 
Subjiftences and Modes of fubjiftence, and partly by Rela- 
tions. But not equally by both inall Ages of the Church. 
For wehave before fhewn, That there was a long and 
fharp Conteft between the Greeks and the Latines about 
the Word Aypoftafis,and that the Latines dreaded the 
ufe of it, as knowing no other Latiz Word to render it 
by, but Sxbftantia, which they could by no means afcribe 
plurally to God 3 and as for the Word Subfiftentia, that 
was not then accounted properly Latz# 5 and it was but 
upon this occafion, and to fence again{t the Ambiguity 
of the Word todsacig that it came at length into ufe 
amongft the Latines. And even after all, it muft be yet 
further confeffed, That notwith{tanding that fair foun- 
dation of Accord between the Greeks and Latines laid 
by theforementioned Council of Alexandriaand the hear- 
ty Endeavours both of Athanafius and of Gregory Nazi- 
anzen after him, to accommodate the bufinefs between 
them, the Latines were not foready to come over to the 

Greeks 
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Greeks, in the free ufe of the Word Hypofta/is, as the 
Greeks were tocomply withthe Latines inthe ufe of the 
Word -eécwmvy, anfwering to their Perfowa. And 
therefore in vain would any one feck fot an Explicati- 
on of the Divize Perfous in the Trinity, by the Terms 
Subfifentia,or Modi Subfistendi,in the earlier Latin lV r7- 
ters, fuch as Tertullian about the latter end of the fecond 
Century, and St.Cyprianz about themiddle of the ‘Fhird, 
and LaGantiws about the latterend of the fame, and the 
beginning ofthe Fourth. Neverthelefs find it we do, 
in the Writers of the following Ages 5 And how, and in 
what fence it was ufed by them, fhall be now confl- 5, am. 
dered. brofe. 

And here we will begin with St, Ambrofe, whois full 
and clear in the cafe,in his Book i# Symboluns Apoftoli- 
eum, Cap.2. Tom. 2. in thele Words. [#2 ergo relum, & 
Catholicum eft, ut S unum Deum fecundim Onitatem 
Subftantie fateamur, & Patrem, & Filinm, © Spiritum 
Sandu in fud quemque Subfittentia fentiawus, — A Paf- 
fage fo very plain, that nothing certainly cold more — 
effectually declare, That this Father reckoned the Perfon- 
alities of the Three Divine Perfons to confift in their fe- 
veral and refpeGive Sub/iftences. ; 

Thenext whom we fhall alledge, is St. Hilary, who oEray 
flourifhed in the Fourth Century, and wrote Twelve 
Books of the Tré#ity, and fome other Tracts upon the 
fame Subje& again{t the Ariaws. He, I confefs, fre- 
quently, and particularly in Book 4.de Trimit.p.36. Bafil. 
Edit. 1570. calls the Three Divine Perfons, Tres Subftan- 
tias; but it is evident, that he took S#bftamtia, inthe 
fame fenve with Sxbfiftentia, or Hypoftafis 5 forafmuch as 
he elfe wnere often affirms that, which mult of neceflity 
infer this to be his meaning. As for inftance, in his 
Book de Synodis contra Arianos, Page 223. he ~~ ee 

at 
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That Nua diverfitatem ant dilfimilitudinem admit; 
Geniti S Gignentis Effentia, Andagain, That there is 
Indifferens in Patre & Filio divinitates fubftantia, Pp. 224 
And aula differentis Effentia difcreta Natura, ibid. And 
nila Originalis {ubftantie diverfitas, ibid. And that there 
is between them xulla diverfitas Effentie,p.225, None 
of all which Propofitions could poffibly be true, ifthe 
Divine Perfons were three distin Subftances according to 
the proper fence and fignification of the Word Sub/tance. 
And therefore the Learned Forbefivs in hisHiftorico-1 he- 
ological InfiruGions; Book 1. Chap, 2. quoting the afore- 
faid Paflage, after the Words ye sacs fubjoyns 
thefe of his own, Eo [zempe)] fenfu quo Graci dicebant 
Toes voosesess. And accordingly St. Hilary explaining 
himfclf further, in his fore-ciied Book de Synodis contra 
drianos, p. 226. fiys, That though between the - Fe- 
ther and che Son there was mulla diverfitas Effentie, yet 
they did re/puere Perfonalinm Nominnes Unionem.ne Onus 
Subfiftens ft, qui & Pater dicatur & Filius : Which 


Words manifeftly infer, That the Father is {aid to be a 


Father, and the Son to be a Son, by a diitin® Subjistence 
proper to each of them. And againf{peaking of thofe 
fath:rs who oppofid the Herefie of Sabellius, {ays of 
tnem: Idcircd Tres Subftantias effe dixerunt, Subfiften- 
tium Perfonas per Subftantias edocentes, zon fubftantiam 
Patris; & Filit, @» Spiritus Sandi, diverfitate dilfimilis 
effentia feparantes, p. 228. By which Words, he {peaks 
all that the Greeks meant by twsaot, or the Latines of 
the following Times, by Sub/jffentia. For which reafon 
itis, that the Learned Collator and Editor of this Father's 
Works, ules, now and then, to fuch Paflages as thefe to 
add an Explicatory Marginal Note to this purpofe 5 asin 
Page 36. Book 4. de Trinitate, he puts in the Margin, 
Tres Subjtantia, id eff, vwoscoess, and in this Book de Sy- 

nodis, 
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nod, &c, p.227. he remarks in the fide, Zrina in Divi- 
nis Vxéseoss Which manifeftly fhews, what the Judg- 
ment of Learned Men was concerning St. Hilary's fence 
in the ufe of the words Zres Subfantie with reference 
to the Divine Perfons. — : ee 
From St. Zitlary we pafs to St. Ferome; who indeed ¢ -terome 
fcrupled the ufe of the Word H7ypoffafis, (as applyed to 
the Divine Perfons) in Epiftle 57.to Pope Damafus. But 
that he did only fcruple it, and not abfolutely refufe, or 
reject it, is evident from feveral other Paflages in that 
Fpiftle; which fhewed his Judgment to be, that there 
was nothing of it felf ill and hurtful in the ufe of it. 
For, had he judged otherwife, furely he would not have 
told Dama/fus, that he was ready to own the Expreffion 
of Zres Perfonas Subfiftentes: And moreover, That if 
Damafus would command the ufe ofthe Term Hy poftafs, 
he would ufe it. But his Exception againft it ( for it was 
not the Word Per/on, as a great Man miftakes it, but 
the Word Fypoftafis, which St, ferome demurred to the %¢ te 


ufe of ) was built upon thefe Two grounds, both expref- apes 


fed inthefameEpiftle. | 1 Fobar4. 

— Firft, That Herericks abufed, or made an ill ufe of 8373 

this Term, to deceive and impofe upon the Minds of 1692. 

Weak, and Unwary Perfons. And, in good earneft, 

that muft be a very extraordinary Word indeed, which 

is uncapable of being one way or other abufed by fome, 

and mifinderftood by others. .— | | 
Secondly, The other ground (which, as there isgreat 

reafon to believe, was the main and principal caule of 

St. ferome’s diflike of this Term) was its being impofed 

by an Incompetent Authority, viz. That fome of the 

Greek Church would needs command him (and him a 

very warm Man too) who was of the Latin Communion, 

to the ufe of that, which the Latix Church had not obli- 
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where he tells us, Q4é bec traflant Graco eloquio dicunt . 
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ged him to: And Calvin, in Lib. 1. Chap 13.0f his Inftitu- 
tions, Sedt. 5. fhrewdly intimates the peculiar Pique, 
which St. ferome bore to the Eaftern Bifhops, to have 
been the chief, if not the fole caufe of his Exception. 
againft this Word; adding withal, that it was not airly 
done of him (which Ca/vin was a very Competent J udge 
of ) to Affert (as in that Epiftle he does) that in omui- 
bus Scholis, cia was nibil aliud quam Hypoftafis; which. 
Calvin there fays, Communt tritoque ufu pafim refellitur. 
But after all, it feems, St. ferome could relent from his. 
ftiffnefs, and reconcile himfelf to this fo much {crupled 
£xpreffion. For in his Epiftle, or Difcourfe ad Paulam. 
© Euftochium de affumptione Beate Maria, {peaking of our 
Saviour's exercifing 1 wo diftinct kinds of Operation, ace 
cording to his Two Natures combining in one Perfon, 
has thefe Words, Per hoc, quod audiérant, quod viderant, 
quod tractarant (viz. Apoftoli) verbum vite erat, & nihil 
aliud ex duabus Nataris, quam Unum juxta Subfiftentiam 
vel Perfonam. Hiieronym. Tom. 9. p. 113. Edit. Parif. ae. 
pud Nivellium, 1579. So that I am in good hopes, that 
for the future St. Ferome’s Authority will not be alledg- 
ed again{t exprefling the Divine Perfons by Hypoftafes s 
till it be proved, that there cannot be a Greek anda Latin - 
Word for one and the fame Thing: For, what Uxtszeis . 
fignifies in the Greek, That, it is certain, Subjfentia fig- 
nifies and declares to us in the. Latiz.. 

As for St. Aufiin, though he looks upon the Word, 
Hypoftafis, or Subfistentia, as new and ftrange to the Za- 
tines, in the fence, in which it was ufed by the Greeks, 
yet he is fo far from abridging the Greeks in their way of 
f{peaking, that he very amicably allows even of thofe 
Latines alfo, who chofe to follow the Greek Expreffion, . 
as to this Particular, in his 5th. Book de Trin. Chap. 8, 9. 


May . 
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wav islav, reas vaostons,  Latine ifta traflantes cum 
alium modum aptiorem non invenirent, quo enuntiarent 
verbis, dicunst Unam Effentiam vel Subftantiam, Tres 
autem Perfonas, ibid. By which this Father manifeftly 
fhews, That the Latznes indeed undeftood the very 
fame Thing by Perfoxa, which the Greeks did by vxt- 
sens, and that they really rendered one by the other, 
though they were not generally fo ready to ufe the 
Term. And here I fuppofe the Reader will eafily perceive, 
that my Intent is not to eftablith the ufe of the words 
hitherto pleaded for, upon the Authority of St. Auftin, 
( for the Cale needs it not) but only to thew, Thatal- 
beit this Father does both particularly confider, and ex- 
prefly fpeak of the faid Terms, yet he does not in the 
leaft reje&, or difallow of them. But however, in the 
fame Book he proceeds to another Topick very much’ to 
our prefent purpofe, viz. his ftating the Divine Perfo- 
nalities upon Relation, in thefe Words, 2 Deo nihil fe- 
cundum Accidens dicitur, quia in co nibil eff mutabile. Nec 
tamen.omne quod dicitur, fecundum Subftantiam dicitur, fed 
Secundim Relativum : Quod tamen Relativum non eff Acci- 
dens, quia non eft mutabile; ut filins dicitar Relative ad 
Patrem, &c. Whereby (as we have faid) founding 
Perfoxality in, and ‘upon fomething Relative, he fuffici- 
ently proves, That the fame neither is, nor can be pla- 
ced in Self-Con/ciou/eefs ; this being a Term, in the import 
of it, perfeCtly 4¢/olete, and containing nothing Ke/a- 

ézve in it at all. é | 
Next to St. Auffin, we will produce Ruffinus a Writer 
of the 4th Century, and flourithing about the latter end 
ofit; who, in the fhort Account he gives us of what 
was done in the forementioned Synod’ of Alexandria, for 
the Peace of the Church, and the clofing up the Divi- 
fion between the Greeks and the. Latizes about the Words 
’ Mm 2 oe 
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iste and Uae SAIS, In Chap.29. of the firft Book of his 
Hiftory, tells us, That alchough fome thought that both 
tliefe Words were Synonymous, and confequently that 
as Three Subjtances were By no means to be admitted in 
the 7rinity, fo neither ought we to acknowledg Zhree 
SubjStences therein, yet that athers, and thofe much 
the greater, and more prevailing part, judged quite o- 
therwife; in thefe Words. Aliz vero quibus.longe aliud 
Subftantia gaam Subfiftentia fignificare videbatur, dicebant 
quod Subftantia. reé alicujas. Natwram rationémque, qua con- 
fiat, defignet; Subfiftentia autem uniufcujufque Perfo- 
ne hoc ipfum quod extat & fubfstit, oftendat ; idecque prop- 
ter Sabellii Herefin tres effe Subfiftentias confitendas, quod 
quafi Tres Subjiftentes Perfonas fignificare viderentur, ne 
{ufpicionem daremus tanquam iftius-fidei fectatores eff:mus, 
qué Trinitatem in Nominibus tantim, ac non in Rebus, ac. 
Subfittentiis conftetur. So that. we fee here a full, and 
clear Account both of the Sence of this Word, and of 
the Reafon, Why the Charch thought fit to eftablifh the 
ufe of it with reference to the Perfoas of the Blefed © 

Trinity. eee | 
Another Teftimony shall be from Beotiss who flouris 
fhed about the beginning of the 6th Century. He in 
Chap. 2. .0f his Book de duabus Naturis in und Perfoua 
Chrifti, firft gives us this Difinition of .a Perfon, that it 
is Rationabilis Nature individua Subfiftentia, (according to. | 
which,our Author's Warr-Horfe is like to fall from his Perfo- 
nal Dignity.) And afterwards, having dilcourfed about 
the difference of tia, esivas, and Uzésuas, he concludes the 
faid Chapter thus. Hac omnia tdcirco funt didta,ut differen 
tiam Nature atque Perfona, id. eft ssias atque Vmminus, 
monftraremus : Quo vero nomine unumquodque oporteat appels 
lari, Ecclehaftica fit locutionis Arbitrium ; ut tamen hoc tn- 
terim conStet, quod inter Naturam Perfonawsque differre pras 
a ats diximus - 
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diximus. By all which he gives us a very Plain, Rational, 
and Scholaftick Account of this Matter. 

The next, whom I thall produce to Vouch the fame pupicus 

Thing, is RasZscus Diaconus, who lived and flourifhed Discoaus 
about the middle of the Sixth Century. He in Chap. 6. 
of his Book coxtra Acephalos; tells the Nefforian Here- 
tick; ( whom he'is there by way of Dialogue difputing 
with) That Swbfffentia interdum Perfonam fignificat, non 
nunquam vero Subftantiam. And accordingly, that the 
Council. of. Ephefus diftinguifhed in our Saviour, aliud & 
aliud, viz. in refpect of his Zwo Natures, but not alium 
& alium in refpect of his Perfon, which was but One: 
And this quite contrary to what we obferve in the Zr#- 
nity, [Dic enim alius & alius, ne Subjiflentias confundamas 
non vero aliud & aliud. Vaum enim Tria © idem Deitate. 
To which Words of the Sy#od, this Author fubjoyns 
thefe ofhis own. Ecce manifestifime Synodi Univerfalis 
Authoritas Subfiftentias pro Perfonis fufcepit atque lauda: 
vit, Thisalfo, I think, is very full and fatisfactory. 

I thall clofe thefe particular Teftimonies with Two 
Paflages in the Appendix to the Breviary of Liberatus Liberatus 
the Deacon, who alfo lived about the middle of the 2” 
Sixth Century, asI find it in Crabb’s ColleGtion of the 
Councils, Jom. 2. P. 126. Col. 2. and which the very 
Learned Dr. Cave obferves, is the only Edition of the 
Councils, where it is to be found. The firft Paffage is 
this. Jdem Natura © Substantia, quod commune, non pro- 
prium Agrificat,  iaem Perfona © Subfiftentia, quod pro- 
prium, © now commune declarat. And the other follows a- 
bout Ten Lines after inthe fame Column. Sancte ergo 
Trinitatis una quidem eft Natura atque SubStantia, Com- 
munis eft enim Trium Subftantia, non autem una Subfitten- 
tia, few Perfona Trium, viz. Patris, © Filit, © Spiritas . 
Sancti, fed Tres Subfiftentia fant, In which certainly we 

| have. . 
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‘have fo Very clear and pregnant a Declaration of the 
Thing Contended for by us, that a clearer cannot poffi- 
bly be given, nor reafonably defired. 

And therefore to add no more Private, or Single Au- 

‘Thezare- thorities, I fhall conclude all with that of a Conscé/; not 

rca a General one indeed, but that Lateran held under Pope 

nder ‘ 7; 

Manin Martin the firft of 105 Biilbops about the Year 649, 

the Firf. or 650, and by way of Preparation for the Sixth Gene- 
ral one, anid of Conffantinople the third; called (as we 
have already fhewn) by Conffantinus Pogonatus, and 
held the following Year againft the Mosorhelites. The 
firft Decree of which faid Lateran Synod, is this: Siquts 
fecundim Santlos Patres non confitetur proprie & veraciter 
Patrem,Filium, © Spiritum Sanitun,Trinitatem in Unitate 
© Unitatem in Trinitate, hoc eff, unum Deum in Tribus 
Subfiftentiis con/ubftantialibus, equalis gloria, unam, ean- 
démque Trium Deitatem, Naturam, SubStantiam, © Virte- 
tem, &c. fit condemnatus. Now this does as manifeftly 
place the Zree Divine Perfonsin Three diftinc! Subjiftences, 
as it is poffible for words to exprefs. For it is evident, 
that by Sudffentiis cannot be here meant Substantiis ; 
forafmuch as (Sub stantiis confubftantialibus] would nei- 
ther be Truth, nor Sence. 

And now, all that I pretend to from the foregoing Tex 
ftimonies and Quotations, is not to prove, that the Las 
tin Church has alway made ufe of the Terms Ay postaj/es, 
Subfiflentia, S Modi Subfiftendi, about the Explication of 
the Zrinity, (for I own it to have been otherwife, ) but 
that from the Fourth Century downward, thofe of that 
Communion were not Strangers to, and unacquainted 
with thefe Words; many great and Eminent writers 
having from time to time more or lefs applyed them to 
this Purpofe. But the main Proof of the Point driven 
at I ftate upon the Latter Ages of the Catholick Courch. 

Concerning 
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Concerning which I dare and do affirm, That ‘for the 
Five or Six laft Centuries, the faid Terms have been 
Univerfally received and ufed by Dzvines in their Wri- 
tings and Difcourfes about the Zrimity; all ftating the 
Perfonalities and Diftin(tion of the Divine Perfous upon 
fo many diftinct Subfiftences,or Modes of Subjifence ; there- 
in following the Greek Fathers, who were much more 
verfed in this Controverfie, and managed it much bet- 
ter and more exactly than the Ancient Latines did. 

Accordingly, 1 fhall proceed now to the School-men ; 
amongft whom I fhall begin with the Father of them, 
viz. Peter Lombard, who in Book 1. of his Sentences, 
Diffiné. 215. and Point. or Sect. 9. {peaks thus. Cums di- 
citur alia eft Perfona Patris, alia Filit, alia Spiritas Sancti, 
utique id fane intelligt potef?, ut fit fenfus talis; Alia eff 
Subjiftentia, vel Hypoftafs Patris, alia Subfihtentia Filii, 


alia Subjiftentia Spirits Sancti ; © alia Subfistentia Pater, 
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alia Filius, alta Spiritus Sandtus. By which furely it is: 


plain, That he ftates the Divine Perfons and their Perfo- 


nalities upon Subjjience, if any thing can be fo. 

Next to Lombard,I fhall produce Alexfis, who in Vol.t. 
and Book 1. de Divinis nominibus in {peciali, has thefe Paf- 
fages. In Divinis nom dicitur una fubfiftentia, ficut una 
Subftantia. Que. 57. Memb. 3. And Zres funt Hypo- 
Safes unius Effentia, Queft. 58. Memb. 3. And Perfone 


eft Flypoftafis proprietate fua diftinita.Quelt. 58.Memb.4.. 


By all which he manifeftly Afferts the thing here con- 
tended for. 
After him, let us fee what Durandus fays, who un- 


Stentia, Effentia and Perfona, with reference to God, in 
order to the Explication of the Term Subf/lentia, firkt 
tells us, What it is to Swb/S#, in thefe Words. Sub/stere 
dicit determinatum effendi modum, pront {cilicet aliquid e§t 


Alexan- 
der 


Alenfis. 


Durane - 


dertaking to give the fignification of Sub/tantia, Subfte aus, 


Ens » 


Aquinas. 
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Ens per fe, © non in alio. A little after which, he telfs 
us, That Nomen Perfone dicit fuppofitum Intellectualis Na- 
ure, cui omnia Preditta conveniunt, {cil. Effentia, Sub- 
ftantia & Subjiftentia, By which he gives us a moft exact 
Account and Definition of a Perfon; which (in Jntelli- 
gent Beings ) is nothing elfe but an Effence, or Substance 
(Terms Synonymous in God )under a Subjiftence peculiarly 
belonging to it. And in the end of this Queftion, he fur- 
ther explains the Perfonalities of the Divine Perfons by 


fo many diftind Relations, in thefe Words. Perfona, 


quae multiplicatur in Divinis, includit in eo, de quo dicitur, 
aliquid, quod non e5¢ omnino idem fecundim rem vel ex natu- 
ra rei cum Effentia vel SubStantia, (cilicet Relationem+ ra- 
tione cujus plurificatur Perfona in Divinis, © non effentia, 
Durandus Lib. 1. Diftinct. 23. Queft. 2. 

Thomas Aquinas alfo we fhall find giving his Judg- 
ment to the fame purpofe, and that very fully 
and clearly. Dicendum (fays he) quod quamvis hoc © 
Nomen [ SubStantia] in Latino ref{pondere videatur huic 
Nomin: ( Hypostafis] in Greco, non tamen omnina idem 
fignificat fecundim ufum utriufque lingue. Nam hoc nomen 
[ Hypoftafis] apud Gracos fignificat tantim Subjtantiam par- 
ticularem que est fub§tantia prima ; fed Latini utuntur No- 
mine SubStantia tam pro prima quam pro fecunda. Subftantia 
autem particularis nibil aliud videtur, quam quid diftinitum 
fubfiStens. Chm ergo in Divinis invenitur aliquid distin- 
clum fubfisiens, recte ibi Nomen (Hypottafis] dict potest, 
fecundum quod Divina verbis humanis fignificari contin- 
git. And again, Dicendum quod hoc Nomen [Perfona] non 
differt ab hoc nomine [Hypostafis] nift quod addit determi- 
natam Naturam ; quod patet ex hoc, quod Flypostafis eff In- 
dividua fubftantia. Perfona vero Individua fubftantia Ratio- 
nalis Nature. Flypostafis ergo in Rationali Natura accepta 
nihil aliud eSt, quam Perfona, ficut. Animal cum Rationalt 

: Ale 
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Aflu nibil alind eff quim Homo. nde cim Divina Natura 
fit Rationalis, (largo modo accipiendo Rationale pro quolibet 
LIntellectuali) oportet quod Fypoftafis Divina fit idem quod 
Perfona Divina, And preiently alter, as to the Relative 
Nature of this FZypoffafis, he adds this at the end of the 
Article, Sicut ergo hoc Nomen [Perfons] in Divinis fig- 
nifteat Relationem per moduma rei Subjiftentis, fic & boc No- 
men Ely postafis] Thomas in Scripto 2. in Sentent. Lib.t. 
DiftinG. 26. Quart. 1. Artic. 1,2. And again in his 
Comment upon the Epiftle to the Romans, Cap.1. Né- 
hilaliud eft Perfona quam Hypoftafis aut fuppofitam Ratio- 
nalis Nature. 
— Next to Zhomas, let us hear Cajetan, one of the moft Cejetan. 

Eminent Commentators upon him, who defending Bo- 
naventure againtt Scotus, {peaks thus as to this particular. 
Subftantia dupliciter fumitur, & pro Effentia & pro Fly: 
postaft (i.e. ) Subfiftentia. Atque hoc fecundo modo Sub- 
flantia, id ch, Hlypoftafs dicitur formaliter de Perfoni Di- 
vind, S quod fimul ac femel Perfona Divina eit Hypoftafis 
 tamen Relatio. Adding thefe Words immediately 
hereupon. Hac omnia communia funt omnibus Theologis. 
Cajetan in 1" Thome, Quett. 4o. Artic. 2. 

From Cajetaa I fhall pafs to Greg. de Valentid, who Greg. de 


difcourfes of the Divine Perfons and Perfonalities thus, ”### 


Ex hoe confequenter apparet, debere concedi in Divinis Tres 
Subfiftentias refpectivas, non folum ut Subfistentia accipitur 
proTota Perfoni,ut deftnitio Ecclefte declarat ; fed etiam ut 
accipitur pro gradu illo ultimo Sub,tantiali conftituente Per- 
fonam (S reddente illam incommunicabilem, quem Theologi 
appellare folent Subfiftentiam, S eft ipfa Perfonalitas. 
G.de Valentia Tom. 1. Difputat. generali 2. Queft. 3. 
_ Artic. 2. p. 741. | 
To Gregory de Valentia, we will fubjoyn Eftius, who Efias. 
{peaking of the Words Perfona and Hypoftafis as they 
Nn were 
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were ufed by théGreeks and Latines, and of the fence of 
the Fathers about them, {peaks thus. Yorum Autborita- 
tem pofferiores Grect ita funt fecuti, ut FTypoftafim in Di- 
vinis non aliud intelligant, quam qaod Latini Perfonam vo- 
cant, maxime chm in promptu non effet aliud Vocabulum, quo 
Subfiftentiam tam perfonalem,qud inter fe diftingauntur Pa- 
ter, © Filius,© Spiritus Sanus, commode atque inoffensé 
exprimerent. Eftius in fentent. lib. x. Diftinét. 23. Arti- 
culo 3. By which Words it appears, That according 
to this Author, it isthis Perfonalis Subjiftentia, by which 
the Zhree Divine Perfons are diftinguifhed, and confe- 
quently in which the proper Perfonality of each of them 
does confift. 

After Eftius let us caft our Eye upon Suarez, fpeakin 
much the fame Thing with thofe before menticned. Ad- 
vertendum eff (fays he) hec nomen { Subjiftentia] apud 
Antiquos Patres frequentius accipi in Viconcreti ad fignifi- 
candam Elypoftafim feu Perfonam. In qao fenfu fe eft 
Queftio inter Catholicos, nam de fide est, dari im Trinitate 
Tres Subfiftentias realiter diftinttas, id eff Trés Hypoftafes.. 
Suarezin 1@ Thome de Trinitatis Myfterio lib. 3. cap. 4. 
And then again for the Relative Nature of the faid Sub- 


-_fistences, he gives this Account of the Divine Perfons and. 


Ripalde. 


their Perfonalities. Ex his que hattenus diximus, &c. cone 
eluditar Relationem Perfonalem «fe etiam proprietatem con- 
ftituentem Perfonam {, feu qua conftituitur Perfona.| De 
Trinit. lib. 7. cap. 7. in the beginning. 

To all which I fhall add, Martinez Ripalda, a hort, 
but Judicious Writer upon the Sentences, fpeaking of 
the Term [Flypoffafs] in thefe Words. Heretict (fays 
he ) referente Hieronymo, ea voce abutebaatur ad decipien- 
dum fideles; jam ea fignificantes Effentiam, jam Perfonali~ 
tatem &© incommunicabilem Subjiftentiam, By which laft 
Exprefiion this Author manifeftly fhews, That he takes. 

So Perfonatity . 
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Perfonality and Lncommunicable Subfifence for Words Sy- 
nonymous; and confequently that fuch a Subffence is 
and mult be that, by which a Divine Perfon is conftitu- 
ted formally, what he is. 

I cannot think it neceffary to quote any more of this 
fort of Writers, nor am I folticitous to alledge many of 
them, becaufe | am well affured (according to the fore- 
cited Saying of Cajetan ) that rhe/e are the Ferms, aud 
this the Language of them all upon this Subjef. Only } 
think fir to remark thig: That, whereas E have alledged 
fome of the School-mex (and particularly Durandus, Tho- 
mas, and Swarez) expreffing the Divine Perfonalities by 
Relations, as well as by Flypoftafes, or Subfiftences, as they 
do in both thefe mean but one and the fame Thing, viz. 
a Relative Subfifience, or a Subffting Relation. fo by both 
of them they equally overthrow this Author sHfypothefis, 
_ deriving the Divine Perfonalities from Self Confcion/nef., 
Forafmuch as Subffence is in Nature before it, and Re/a- 
tiow isoppofite toit; it having been demonftrated by me 
in Chap. 4. That SelfConfcioufnef is a Thing wholly 
Abfolute and Irrelative, and therefore cannot poffibly be 
the Formal Reafon of that which is Effertially Relative. 
In a Word, Self Confcioufnef is neither an Hypoftafts, nor 
a Relation; and therefore can have nothing to do here, 
oo other Employment this Author thay have 
or it. : 

And now I fhalN at laft defcend to the Teftimony of 
feveral Modern Divines, and allof them Men of Note in 
the Times in which they lived. Arid amongft thefe, let 
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us firft hear Philip Melanfhon in his common places Mcla- 
{peaking thus upon this Head. Satis confat ( fays he) 2. 


veteres Scriptores Ecclefia folitos hec duo vocabyla difcerne- 
re iclay €F vxigor, & dicere unam effe solar, id eft, Ef- 
Nn 2 JSentiam 


Se a ee ee ea ee Se 
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fentiam eternam Patris, © Filii, © Spiritas Saniti, fed 


tres vimsaouse 
Chemi- Prom him we will pafS to Chemnitius who Wrote up- 
iM» on) Melanéthon’s Common Places:. He in the firft Chap- 
ter of his Book de duabus in Chrifto Naturis, gives his O- 
pinion thus. ypoftafes feu Perfone Trinitatis omnes ue 
num funt propter Identitatem Effentia fue, atque adeo non 
differunt Effentialiter, nec feparatim nna extra aliam © fine 
alia fubfistit. And prefently after this, Re/atéone autem 
feu rox9 i nigheas, modo {cilicet Subfiftendi realiter dif. 
eruat. | 
Calvin. : After Chemnitius, let us confider what Calvin fays ; 
in Book x. of his Z#stitutions, Chap. 13. Sect. 2. Filium 
Dei Apostolus charaderem Hypostafeos Patris nominans, 
haud dubié aliquam Patri Subfiftentiam affignat in qua diffe 
rat a Filio, Nam pro Effentia accipere (ficuti fecerunt qut- 
dam Interpretes,&c. ) non durum modo fed abfurdum quoque 
effer. And again in Seé#. 6. of the fame Chapter. Per- 
fonam voco Subjiftentiam in Dei effentia,gue ad alios relata 
proprietate incommunicabili diftinguitur, Subjistentia no- 
mine aliud quiddam intelligi volumus quam Effentiam. 
ree Inthe next place Peter Martyr gives us the fame Ac- 
Martyr. count of the fame Subject. Multa rectixs (fays he) & 
verius intelligemus ex ifto loco ( nempe 2 Samuelis Cap. 7- 
Commate 23.) Zres Perfonas in Und Natura Divina, Pa- 
trem, inquam, Filium © Spiritum Santlum, que chm fint 
Tres Hypoftafes,tamen concluduntur in Unam Effentiam, Pe- 
trus Martyr Loc. Com. p. 50. col. 2. Loco de Dei Attri- 
butis & Sacro-Sané&a Trinitate. 
wolf, Likewife Wolfgangus Mufculus in his Common Places 
Mufeulus under the particular Head or common Place de Deo, de- 
clares the Matter thus. £57 staqgue Deus Effentia Onus 
guemadmodum © Natura'S Divinitate, Hypoftafi vero Tri- 


wus. And a little after, Alec funt manifesta fide tenenda, 
| | Deum, 
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Deum, viz. Effe Onum E (lentia, Natara, Divinitate, fens 
rentia, Motione, © Operatione,Trinum vero Tribus Perfonis, 
quarum fingulis fua est Flypostafis  Proprietas.Mufc. Loc. 
Comm. Cap. 6. p. 7. And a little before {peaking of 
the difference of sie and “visas, and in what fence 
the Ancients underflood thefe Words. Voce Effentie 
(fays he) éd exprefferunt (nempe Veteres) quod commune 
eft in Sacra Titade : per Hypoftafim vero quod Unicuique 
Perfona proprium in ila eft, fignificarunt, p. 6. ibid. 

Pifcator alto in his Theological Thefes, fpeaks after the 
fame manner. Quum igitur aby@ femper fuerit Filius 
Dei, quis non videt rsyw de quo loguitur Johannes, femper 
fuille Perfonam feu Hypoftafm, rem fcilicet per fe Subfi- 
ftentem, Loc. 2. de Deo. p. 57, 58. 
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Agreeably to this, Zé/enus an Eminent Divine expref- Tilens. 


fes himielf in his Body of Divinity, vmsicus ( fays 
i five Perfone funt illa ipfa scia que in fingulis Perfonis 
est Tota; ipfe vero Relationibus five Proprietatibus 
apaxTgistKars fant diftintte. Anda ain, Simpliciter di- 
cimus Proprietates iftas Saxginuds effe diver{os xpimes ¥ mt,Eiws 


hoc eft, modos Subfiftend:, Tilen. Syntag. par. 1.cap. 20. 


, 129. 
‘ The Learned @rfinus in his Theological Treatifes under 
the Head De tribus Perfonis in Ona Deitate, declares the 
fame. Zenendum eff, neyuaquam eandem effe Patris, Filii 
&S Spiritis Saniti Perfonam ; fed Tres effe Perfonas feu Hy- 
poftafes Divinitatis reipsa diftindlas,nec plures nec pauciores. 


Urfinuse 


Urfini Oper. Theol. Queft. 4. Thefi 2. By which we - 
fee that this great Divine reckons Subfisteme to be fo. 


much the Ground and Keafon of Ferfonality, that he 
ufes Perfona and Hypostafis as Terms perfectly equiva- 
lent. 
But there would be na end of Particulars fhould I 
quote all that might be quoted, and therefore I thall 
conclude 


Turretia 
NUS 
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conclude all thefe fingle Teftimonies with that of 7xr- 


retinas, late Profefior of Divinity at Geneva, who gives 


The Auf- 
pers Cor- 
feifion. 


Wirttm- 
berg Con- 
fe fhion. 


The ° 
Gallican 
Confe hi. 
Olie 


us this full and Judicious Account, in his common Pla- 
ces, of the Point here before us. Fides Orthodoxa hac 
et, in Unica ac Simplicifima Dei Effentia Tres effe diftin- 
fas Perfonas, que proprictatibus Incommunicabilibas five 
Modis Subfiftend: ita inter fe diftinguuntur, at una non fit 
alia, licét per ineffabilem mprxenow maneant femper © ex- 
iftant in fe invicem. ‘Turretinus part 1. Loco 3. 
Quel, 28. | | 

In the laft place to confirm the Teftimonies of parti- 
cular Perfons, with the joynt Suffrage and Concurrence 
of whole Churches in their Publick Confefions, 1 thall 
mention fome of them. And amongft thete, the 4uga- 
sian, or Aufperg Confeffion, gives this Account of the 
Trinity. Ecclefae ( Visioes Reformata) magno confen{u do- 
ceat Decretum Synodi Nicene credendum effe, viz. Quod fit 
Ona Effentia Divina, 8 tamen fint Tres Perfone ejufdem 
Effentie, &c. Et utuntur Nomine Perfone ea fignificatione 
qua uft funt Scriptores EccleftaStici,ut fignificet non partem, 
aut qualitatem, fed quod proprie Subfiftit. Confelfio Au- 
guftana in Articulo fide 1. 

Next to this we have the Wirtemberg Confeffion de- 


claring the fame in the very beginning of it. Credimus 


& confitemur Unum folum Deum, &c. Et in bic and 
LEterna Deitate Tres effe per fe Subjftentes proprietates feu 
Perfonas, Patrem, Filium © S piritum Santlum, This Cone 
feflion was made and given forth io the Year 1552. 
Likewife the Gafican Reformed Charches in their Con- 
feffion made inthe Reign of Charles the IX. and in the 
Year 1561. declare themfclves much the fame way up- . 
onthis Article, Sanda Scriptura nos docet in ila fingulart 
& fimplice Effentia Divina Subfiftere Tres Perfonas,Patrem, 
Filium, © Spirttum Santlum. 
| Add 
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Add to thefe the Be/gick Confeffion alfo, recognized, The 3e- 
approved, and ratifyed in the Synod of Dort; which 2@o°™ 
in its eighth Article {peaks of the Divine Perfons in the 
Bleffed. Trinity thus. Hac diftinftio (viz. Perfonarum ] 
non eficit ut Deus in Tres fit divifus,quandoquidem Scriptura 
wos docet Patrem, Filium, © Spiritum Sanctum fingulos di- 
§tinttam habere fuis Proprietatibus Flypostafim, which 
Words are extremely expreffive and full. 

But as touching thefe Confeffions, the Reader ought 
not in Reafon to be diffatisfied that 1 produce no,more of 
them to the prefent purpofe, out of thofe many which 
are extant ) fince it has been :flill the Cuftom of moft 
Churches to draw up their Confeffions in Terms as ge- 
neral and fhort as they well could. So that we are the 
lefs to wonder if we feldom meet with fuch Words in 
them as are Explicatory and Particular. | 

And now after all thefe Authorities thus alledged by 
me, I would defire this Confident Man (whom I am 
here difputing with) to look back upon the fore-mentio- 
ned Greek and Latin Fathers, Councils, School-men, and 
all chofe Eminent Modern Divines, together with the. 
Clergy of whole Countreys and Natiows, Solemnly and 
Unanimoufly declaring themfelves in their Publick A- 
vowed Confefions of Faith, upon this great Article and 
Myftery ; I fay, I defire him to look all thefe in the — 
Face, and to tellthem, That they have hitherto abufed 
the whole World with falfe Notions of the 7rinity, by 
exprefling the Divine Perfons and Perfonalities by Hypo- 
flafes, Subfftences, and Modes of Subfffence, Words (as - 
he fays) importing Jittle better than Sabelianifm, and . 
ferving for nothing elfe but to ob/cure, perplex, and cone 
found the Minds and Thoughts of Men in conceiving, or - 
difcourfing of this Weighty and Sacred Point of our 
Chriftian Faith...’ This, I require him, in aaa | 

waat-. 
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what he has fo exprefly, peremptorily, and Magitteri- 


ally affirmed al! along in his Book, to do; if his Afeart 


and Fore-head will ferve him for it. 


In the mean time I have here delivered in all the Te- 
flimonies both Greek and Latin, Ancient and Modern, 
which I think fit to offer in behalf of the Point pleaded 
for: Though, fhould I have reprefented all that oc- 
currs in the fore-cited Authors (befides many others not 
mentioned ) to the fame Purpofe, I fhould not fo much 
have quoted, as (upon the Matter ) Zranfcribed them. 

And now, if any one fhould ask me, Whether I look 
upon thefe Teftimonics as fufficiently reprefenting the 
Dotrine of the Catholick Church upon this Head of Dé- 
ULHILY ? 

I Anfwer, That barcly by way of eduction they do 
not; fince an Zaduction ought to confift of a greater Col- 
Jection of Particulars. Neverthele{s I avouch this Num- 


ber of Teftimonics to be a full and fufficient Reprefenta 


tion of the fence of the Church herein, if we confider 
them as joyned with, and fupported by thele Three fol- 
lowing Confiderations. As 

Firlt, That it is morally impoffible, that the Per/fons 
above quoted, being of {uch Eminent Note in the Church, 
both for Orthodoxy and Learning, and Living (moft of 
them) at fuch a great diftance both of Time and Place, 
Crendring all Communication between them impracti- 
cable ) fhould, or could prefume to exprefs themfelves 
upon fo Sacred an Article, and fo Tender a Point, but in - 
{uch Terms as were generally received, ufed, and ap- 
proved of by the Church. 

Secondly, That thefe Terms were never yet Con- 
demned, nor the Ufers of them Cenfured by any Church, 
or Council, accounted Orthodox; which in fo great, and 


fo revered an Article they would infallibly have been, 


had 
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had they been judged uwfit for, or umapplicable to, the 
Things to which they were actually applyed, as this 
bold Author with great Confidence affirms them to 
be. | 

Thirdly and Lafily, That hardly any Church Writer 
of confiderable Remark and Name canbe produced, 
who ever treated of this great Subj in any other Terms 
than thofe exprefied ty us, or particularly made ufe of 
the Terms Self Con fcionfnefs and Mutual-Confciou{nefs to 
explainit by. All being wholly filent of them in all 
thofe Wiitirgs in which they do n.oft particularly and 
exactly defign a Difcuffion of thefe Matters. 

Thefe Three Corfiderations, [fay, added to the 
fore-alledg:d Quotations irrefragably prove themto be 
atrue, juft,and fufficient Reprefentation of the Sence 
and Do¢trine cf the Catholick Church inthis Matter 3 and 
that it is utterly incor fiftent with the Common Reafon, 
Principlesand Praétice of Mankind, thatit fhould be o- 
—therwife. And as for whatcorcerns this Author, whom 
Lam difputing with, I dare affirm yet further, that any 
one or two ofthe Pafliges quoted by me, are more full 
and clear to the purpofe I quote them for, than all that 
he has produced from the feveral Fathers alledged by 
him for his Ye/f Confcionfuefs and Mutual-Vonfciou[nefs put 
togethersand much more than hi: forlorn voegsy 11 xo¥ ace 
cited out of Gr. Nj/fen to prove the Son an Infinite 
Mind difting from the Father, Page 102. That isto 
fay, than Three vagrant Words applyed by him, t#o e 
knows not what, and to be found (for ought appears) he 
huows not where. 

All which being manifeftly fo, I defire any Sober Per- 
fon tofhew me fometht-g but lke a Reafon to prove, 
That the Fathers and other Charch-lVriters (from whom 


all uncic Quotaidons were drawn) placed the Perfonal 
Oo Difiind son 
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Distindion of the Divine Perfoxsin Self Confcionfnefs, 
and their Onity only in Mutual-Confcieufre/s. On the 
contrary, as thefe Words were never fo much as menti- 
oned by them, fo | affirm, That, whenfocver, in {peaking 
of the Trinity they proceed beyond the bare Wurd and 
Name of Perfor, fo as togive any Account ofthe Ting 
fignified thereby, and the Reafon therecf, they do te 
conftantly by Swb/iftences, Modes of Subjittence, and Re- 
lations. This lam pofitive in 5 and withal, that, as the 
never mentioned the Terms Se/f-Comfcionfxefs and Mux- 
tual. Confcicufnefs upon this Subject, fo Laverr moreover, 
That when they ule the Words Sub/ijtences, Modes of 
Subfitence and Relations on the one fide, and of Onz- 
ty, or Identity of Nature, Effence,or Salffaxceonthe other, 
(which they always do) they neither do, nor can mean 
Self Confcioufnefs by the former, nor Mutual-Confcionf- 
xefs by the latter, nor yet the Things fignified by either 
of thcefe Terms. And that for thefe Reafons. 

Firft, Becaufe all Modes of Being importing Fx- 
iftence are in Order of Nature antecedent to the other 
Attributes of Being 5 fuch as are Kxowledg, \Wifdom, 
Power, and the like. And Self-Confcioufne/s is io more $ 
as beingbut a branch, or fort of Kvowledg, and nothing 
elfe. And 

Secondly, Becaufe nothing Ab/olute can give Diftin- 
élion and Incommunicability to the Divine Perfous, the 
Rule of the Schools being undeniably true, No» dariinz 
Divinis Abfolutum Incommunicabile, Gr. Valent. Tom. f. 
Pag.874. But fuch a Thing Lathirm Self Confcioufnefs to. 
be, and in Chap. 4. have abundantly proved it fo. So 
that itisevident, That all the Fathers, and Ancient Vri- 
ters, in ali the Terms which they ufed toexprefs the Tri- 
nity and Divine Perfons by, had no regird to Se/f- 
Con{cioufnefs, ether Name or Ihing, and conf.quent- 


lv, 
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ly that it is a Term wholly foreign and unapplicable 
to this purpofe. And what is faid of their filenceabout 
Self-Confcioufnefs extends to Mutual-Confcion{nefs too. 

And the Truth is, the other foremen.toned Terms af 
ferted by us againft this Innovator, are tobe looked 
on by all Sober Intelligent Menasa fet of {tated Words, 
or Formsof Expreifion firlt pitched upon by the Ablett 
Divinesand Writers of the Church, then countenanced 
and owned by Councils, and laftly eftablifhed by a kind 
of Prefcription founded upon a long continued ule of 
the fame throughout the feveral Ages of the Church, as 
the ‘beft and fitte{t helps to guide Men in their Concep- 
tions of, and Difcouifes about this great Myftery 3 and 
fuch as the Céurch, in treating of fo arduous a Point, 
never yet would, nor durtt go beyond. Sothat the 
Qieftion now is, Whether they ought to be abandon- 
edand madeto give place toa New, Mufhrom,unheard 
of Notion, fet up by one Confident Man preferring him- 
felf before all Antiquity ? A Notion, (no doubt ) long 
before he was Born, throughly confidered, canvafed and 
laid afide,as not only infuthcient, but Impertinent to 
give any tolerable Account of the Zrizity by, 

Well 5 but having declared this for the Catholick, Or- 
thodox, and Keceived Doétrine aboutthe Dleffed Trinity, 
viz. That it 7s one and the fame Divine Nature, Effence, 
or Substance diveriified into Three diftiné Perjons by 
Three distin Modes of Subjiftence, or Relations, fo that 
by vertue thereof God is truly and properly faid to be Three 
Perfons,and Three Perfons to be One God. Having,!1 
fay. vouched this for the Doctrine of the Church, let us 
in the la(t place fce what this Author has to object againf{t 
It. And here his 

Firft Reafon (ro put it into Form for him for once) 
may run thus - Whatloever con ftitutesand diftinguifhes 

Oo2 the 
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the Divine Perfons, is really andtruly in God,b wu 
Modes of Subfiftence are not really and truly in God, and 
thercfore Modes of Subfiftence do not con(titute, or di- 
ftinguith the Divine Perfons. The Mijor is evident, 
and (hall be readily granted him. And the Minor he: 
pofttively afferts, by denying any Modes to be in God. as 
particularly in Page 47. inthefe Words. All Men grant 
(fays he) that there are no Accidents Qualities, or Modes 
in God. And again, Pag. 84. There are no Modes, no 
more than there are Qualities and Accidents, in the Deity. 
So that we fee here, what this Author holds concern. 
ing all Modes with reference to God. 

In Anfwer to which Argument. as I have formed it 
(and I challenge himto fhew that I have at all wronged 
him tn it, if he can) 1 deny the Minor, viz. That Modes 
of Subjijtence are not in God : And as for his Two fore- 
cued general Affertions: That Modes areno more to be 
alli wedin God than Qualities and Accidents (which by 
the way are fo put together,as it Qualities were not Ac- 
cidents) L have thefe Two Thingsto remark upon thofe 
Two Affertions fo pofitively laid down by him. 

Firft, That it isa grofs Abfurdity, and no {mall proof 
of Ignorance, to reckon things fo vaftly. different as 
Modes and Accidents are, upon the fame Range, or Le- 
vel,and then to argue and affirm the fame thing of both. 
And therefore [do here with the fame Pcfi:ivenefs tell 
him, That Afodes and Accidents doextremely differ 5 and 
that none of any skill either in Logicky or Metuphy ficks e- 
ver accounted them the fame. For an decident affects 


the Subjed, it belongs to, fo, that it is alfoadistind Be- 


ave it f{elf. But a Mode affetsitfo, that itis not a diftingd 
Being it telf. Twill not deny but Accidents may fome- 


times ina large and loofe fence be called Modes: But I 


deny, That Modes are either Accidents,oreverfo called,, 
where. 


where they are particularly and diftingly treated of by 
themfelves. School-men and Metaphylicians may {peak 
very differently of Modes when they mention them vc- 
eaffonally,and when they difcourfe of them profeffedly, 
and undera certain and peculiar Head. And whentfo- 
ever they do fo. if this Author can bring me any one 
Logician, Metaphifician, or School man who takes Acci- 
dentsand Modes promif{cuoufly for the fame Things, I 
dare undertake to forfeit to hima greater Sum, than 
ever yet he received for Copy-money inhis Life, 

Secondly, My next Remark upon his foregoing Af- 
fertion is thiss That asit 1s grofly abfurd to confound 
Modes of Being with Accidents 5{o it is equally abfurd 
to deny Modes of Being to belong to God. And this | 
fhall prove both from the manifeft Reafon of the Thing, 
and from Ungueftionable Authority. And 

Firft For the Reafon of the Thing. If Modes of Be- 
ing (hould not be allowed in God, then I affirm it to be 
Imooffivle for any Diftinction, and confequently for any 
Perfons to beinGod. WhichI prove thus. Ifthere be 
any diftinction in God, or the Deity, it mutt be either 
from fome diftinG Yubftance, or fome Accident, or fome 
Mode of Being, (for I defie him or any Mortal breathing 
to affign a fourth Thing befides thefe.) But it cannos 
be fromany diftin@ Subftance, for that would make a 
manifeft Compofition 10 the Divine Nature 5 nor yet 


from any Accident, for that would make a worfe Com- — 


pofition : And therefore it follows, That this DiftinGi- 
on mult unavoidably proceed from one or more diftind 


Modes of Being. Thisl affirm, and (according tomy. | 


promife made to this Author in the foregoing Chapter) 1. 
fhallbe readyto d2fend the Truth of this Affertion againtt 
him, whenfoever he fhall think fit to engage in the Di- 


— fpate. 
Secondly, 
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Secondly, In the next place, for the proof of this 
from Authority, I affirm, thatail Metaphy/icians, Sebool- 
men and Divines (at leaft, all thatl have yet met with) 
do unanimoufly concurr in thefe Two Things, 

1. That they utterly deny any Accidents in God. 
And 

2. Thatthey do as univerfally affirm Modes of Being 
tobein God, and to belong to him, Nay, and (which 
is more) That they doin thefe very Modes ftate the 
Groundand Reafon of the Perfonalities, and the diftin- 
ction thereof refpetively belonging tothe Téree Perfons 
of the Godhead. 

And for afurther proofof what I have here affirmed, 
and withal to fhew how unable this Man’s Memory is 
to keep pace with his Confidence, whereas in the fore- 
mentioned page 47. He affirms, That all Men (mark this 
Word) deny decidents, Qualitiesand Modes to be in God. 
He himfclf afterwards, in page 48. Owns, That the 
Schvol nen hold thefe different Modos Subfiftendi in the 
Godhead, and accordingly there fets himfelf (as well as — 
he ts able) to confute them for it. Now how fhull we 
reconcile thele blind Affertions, that fo crueliy butt and 
run their Heads again{t one another ? For will he fay, 
That the School-men do not grant fuch Modes to be in 
God, after he himfclfhas done his poor utmoft to confute 
them for holding it ? Or having faid, That all Men deny 
thefe Modes to bein God, and yet that the School. mex grant 
and hold it, willhe fay, That the Schcol-men are not Men, 
and fo come not under that Univerfal Appellative 2 
What the School wen hold and aflert in this Matrer, has 
been fufficiently thewnalready. But 1 muft needs tell this 
Author upen this occafion, That he feems to hive fome- 
thing a bad Memory, aad withal to have more than or- 
dinary need Of a very good one, 

There 
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There is cne Thing more which I think fit to obferve, 
and it is fomething pleafant, wiz. That our Author ha- 
ving exploded all Mdos Subfistendiin God, and Chafti- 
{ed the Ychool-vten tor holding them, even toa forfeiture 
of their very Humanity; he yet vouchfafes afterward:, 
by a kind of Corre€tory Explication, to allow them in 
thisfence, viz. That the fame Numerical E-ffence is whole 
and entire in each Divine Perfon,but in a different Man- 
ner, P. G4. Lines 12, 13, 14. By which Words ttap- 
pearing that he grants that of the Mznner, which hehad 
before dented of the Modws, it 1s a fhrewd Temptation 
to me to think, That certainly this Acute Author takes 
M dws for one Thing,and Manmer for another. 

In fine, T appeal to the Judicious andImpartial Rea- 
der, Whether a Man could well give a more convincing 
Argument of his utter Unacquaintance with the True 
Principles of Philofophy and Theology, than by aCon- 

fident Affertion of thefe Two Pofitions. 
| 1. That Accidents and Modes of Being are the {ame 
Things, And 

2. That fuch Modes are not at all to Le allowed of,or 
admitted in God, 

Secondly, His Second ObjzGion again{t our {tating 
the diftinion of the Divine Perfons npon Three differ- 


ent Modes of Subfijtence, 1s, That thefe Modes are little 


better than Three Names of One God. Which was the 

erefie of Sahbellins, P. 83. 

To which, Anfwer Two Things. 

Firft, In direct and abfolute Contradiction to what 
he afferts, Laffirm, That the difference between Zhree 
Modes of Subfistence inthe Godhead, and only Three di- 
ftind Names applyed tot, is very great, For Names 
and Words depend only upon the Will and Pleafure of 


thelmpofer, and not upon the Nature of the Thing ; 
felf,. . 
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(lf, upon which they are impofed, and for that canfe 
neither do nor can Internally aficG it. But on the con- 
trary, all Modes of Subjstence {pring from the Nature of 
the [hing, or Being, which they affect, both antece- 
dentlyts, and (by confequence) independently upon 
the Apprehenfion, or Will of any one. So thar altho 
neither Min nor Angel had ever confidered, or thought 
of, or fo much as known that there were fuch or {uch 
things 5 yet the Modes of Subjiftence proper to them, 
would have belonged to them, as really and asmuchas 
they do now. And if this Anthor cannot by this fee a 
va{t difference between thefe, and fo many bare Names, 
(thanks be to Gad) oihers can both fee and defend it 

too. But 
Secondly, Whereas he fays, That thefe Three Modes 
are but little better than Three Names, 1 ant{wer, That 
his very faying fois Conceflion that they are fomee 
thing at leaft wore and better. To which, I add fur 
ther, That this fomething (as {mall a Difference as it 
makes) is yet fuffitent to difcrimmate things, which 
are only Diftinguifhable, and no more. For fcpurable, 
or divifible from one another, I am fure they are not. 
Nay,this is fo far from being a juft and rational Excep- 
tion againft placing the difference ofthe Divine Perfons 
in fo many different Modes of Subfftence, that, in the 
Judgment of very Great and Learned Men, it is no 
{mall Argument for it: For 


‘Omssion Tow 1a Oe wat St. Cyril{ays,Uhat the difference 


between the Divine Pertons (dy 
reafon of the perfed Unity of 
their Nature (as it were) blot- 
ting our, ortuking awayall Di- 
verfity between them) is fo very 
{mall @ but juff to diftinguifh 


them, 
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them, and no mores andto caufe 
that One of them cannot be called 
the other 3the Father not tke Son, 
nor theSon, upon any Account, the 
Father,&c.1 thought fittoTran- 
{cribe the whole Paflage, tho’ 
the latter part, viz. from the 
Words ive pi toctus, Src. is 
moft immediately and dircGly 
to the Purpofe, which I here al- 
ledge the whole for. 

And Thomas Aquinas tells 
us, That the Divine Perfons 
ought to be distinguifbed by that, 
which wakes the leaft diftinFion, 

In like manner Durandus at- 
firms, That the firft Initance of 
Plurality [or remove from U- 
nity | ought to be the least. And 
a that the Memeo of 
the Divine Perfons, fince it isthe 
find, ought to be by diftiné Re- 

tsons compatible in the fame 
Effence: Which for that canfe, 
18 @ lefs diftinZion than any that 
can be made by Things Abfolute. 

And Laftly, Bellarmine averrs 
pofitively, That the diftinEion 
of the Divine Perfons ought to 
bethe leaf? that is Poffible. Sup- 
Pofing all along, that it muft 
{till be Real, and not barely 
Nominsl, or Imaginary. This 
was the Judgment of thefe 
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doy ihe uk ralTHs Boring Eg WHY 
CmBY tuMectcy KdE 70 XE} Tx KUT oc 
KEL CB OCT Er OV cmaceg Aha nls 
ev Te Ta Pas; KOA Te Uo AKTAAEM 
aie sizov Lve riy Aiapogay nab 
AuTNicneiSo nourdin 7) eveeatpos 
iMioY tagclépes xatleeyaGuls mae, 
‘O priv SB iss Pariio nat 3x bids, 
ONE oof Bide nds BZ wes Parte,Scc, 
Cyril, Dial, 1. de Trinit pe 
409. Edit, Lutet. 1638, 

Diftina@ioPerfonarum non 
debet effe nifi per id,quod mi- 
nimum diftinguit , hoc eft, 
per Relationem. Aquix. prim 

parte. Quel¥. 40. Articulo >, 
prope finem. 

Prima pluralitas debet effe 
minima ; & ideo diftinGio 
Perfonarum, que eft prima, 
debet effe per Relationes 
compoflibiles in eddem 
Effentia : Et ob hoc, eft mi- 
Nor alia quacunque diftin@i- 
one, quz fit per Abfoluta. 
Durandus Lib, 1, Diftind, 
16. Quaft. 1. in fine, 

DiftinGio inter Divinas 
Perfonas debet effe minima. 
Bellarweinus Tom, 1, P. 337. 
LutetieParif. 
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Learned Men 5 who asthey were far from being Sabel- 
lians, fothey very well knew both what to affert and 
how toexprefs themfelves without giving any ground 
for their being thought fo. 

From all which it follows, That for this very caufe, 
that Modes of Subjiftence import the lea{t Real difference 
that canbe, they are therefore the fitteft to {tate the Dé- 
ifinZion of the Divine Perfons upon. So that our Aur 


thor here relapfes intoa fault which he has beep guilty 


- ‘of more than once, v%. In alledging that as an Argu- 
‘ment again{t a Thing, which is indeed a moft Efe@uat 


~Reafen for it. And fo I cometo his 


Third and Laft Objection again(t our making thefe 


_ Modes of Subjiftence the ground; or Formal Reafon of the 


DiftinZion between the Perfous of the Bleffed Trinity, 
which is, That it makes the Three Divine Perfons only. 
Taree Modes ofthe Deity, or only Modally distinguifbed 5 
whereas (according to his Doétrine) there are. no 


--- Modes in the -Deity, and much lefs can a Mode be God. 


And that, As all wuft grant, that the Father is xot a- 


' "Mode of the Deity, but Effentially God 5 fo no Man can 


thinkthat the Father begot only a Modus, and called it his 
Son ; whereas a Son fignifies a Real Perfon ofthe fame Na- 


* ture, but diftin from the Father, Thushe difcourfes, pag. 


83.84. And is not this clofe and profound reafoning ? 


'~ ?+ But as profound asit is, if it be at all tohis Purpofe, his 


Argument mutt lie in this, That al! the forementioned 
Abfurdities unavoidably follow from deriving the Di- 


fiinGion of the Three Divine Perfons from Three diftind 


Modes of SubfiStence belonging toone and the fame Di- 


vine Nature. But this confequence I utterly deny, and 
to make outthe Reafon of this denial, I thall confider 
what he has faid particularly.. 
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And here, firft of all, I would fain know, Whether 
‘his Man will never leaveconfounding things perfectly 


different, and taking them for the very fame ¢ 


For to 


afirm the Three Divine Perfons tobe only Three Modes 
of the Deity, is one Things and to affirm them to beon- 


ly Modally diftinguifbed, is quite another. 


The former 


we abfolutely deny, and as pofitively hold the latter. 
And yet this wretched Fallacy would he impofe upon his 


Reader all along, viz. 
Modes of Subfiftence inthe Trinity, make 
a Perfor to be only a Modus Subjiftendi. 
But that is his own Blunder. For we do 
not fay, Thata Perfon is only 2 Modws, 
but that ic is the Divine Nature, or God- 
head Subfifting under fuch a Modus , fo 
that the Godbezd is {till included in it, 
joyned to it, and diftinguiftied by it. 
This is what we affirm and abide by,and 
whit fufficiently overthrows his pitiful 
Objection, | a 

And asfor his Abfurd Denial ofall 
Modes in God, that has been throughly 
confuted already 3 fo that we have no- 
thing more to do,but to admire that Ia- 


viricible and Glorious Rattocination of . 


his in thefe Words, p. 84. No Man (fays 
Modus, and called it bisSon. No, good: 
Sir, No 5 none that I know of is many 
danger of thinking. or faying fo 3 nd 


he) can think that the Father begot only a- 


«ma cft,Perfonas n deo non differ- 


more, than that Socrates: bogoe only the. 


Shape. and Figure of a Man,.:and: chen 


That the Affertors of .thefe 


Qui perfohas in Deo modos 
tantummodo exiftendi, five Jo- 
#55 UMKEZENS effe dicunt, ip~ 
fam Deicatem nequaquamexclu. 
dunt, in qua conveniunt ; Sed ni- 
hil aliud efle volunr, quam Ex- 
iftendi modum, inguo differune. 
Quare Pater non cft medus tan- 
tun exiftendi, fed deus eft, que- 
madmedum & czterz Per- 
fonz, veriim deus eft cum certo 
modo exiftendi, qui neque filio 
convenit, neque Spiritui San@o. 
Sicee filius deus eft, non modus 
tantrum exiftendi, Sed deus eft 
cum cerco modo Exiftendi, qua- 
Its neque Patri convenir, neque 
Spiritui San&o. Ad eundem mo- 
dum difcriminis, et Spiricus 
Sandus deus eft, non modus exe 
‘iftendi cantium, Sed deus eft cum 
certo modo exiftendi, gualis nec 
Patri convenic neque Filio, Sum- 


re e(lentia, quia funt unus deus, 
Sed Proprietare & modo Sub- 
fiftendi. Twiflus in Refponfio- 
née ad Arminii Prefationem in 
extrema pag.lin, 20.editionis Am- 
ftélodamenfis apud Janffonium 
: @nno 1632-': 


called it' hes Sox 5 of (to turh your owh bling Weapon 


upow your (elf) no more’ thé God the’ 


P p2 


Father - bezot 


another 
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another Self'Confcioujnefs befides his. own, and’called 
that his Sow. Neverthelefs I hope it will be granted: 
me, Tha: Socrates might beget ove of {uch a Shape and: 
Figure, and (by * Xastippe’s and this Author's good* 
leave) cali that his Sow 5 and that God :the Father might 
beget a Perfon endued with fuch. a-Sef-Confcioufne/s: 
Camongft other Attributes) and call that his So too. 
But E. perceive this Author and the Fallacy of the Acci- 
dent are fuch fat Friends, that it. ts in . vata to- think of 
parting them. 

~ In the mean time, as [ told him what wedonot- hold 
concerning the Father's Generation of the Soz, fo for his 
better Information I thall tell him, what the Affertors of 
thefe Modes of Subfiftence do hold concerning it, viz; 
We dohold and affirm, That the Father Communicates 
his Nature under a different Mode of Subjifting, from 
what it has in himfelf, to-another,and that fuch'a Com- 
munication of it, in fuch a peculiar way; 1s properly 
called his begetting of aSox. [a which we do not fay; 
That the Father begets a Modus, no nor yet an Bffence, or 
Nature, but that he Communicates his owa Effence, or 
Nature under fuch a diftin:Modws to another and by 


fo doing begets a Perfor, which Perfon, is properly hts 


Son. This, Sir, isthe true Account of what the Afier- 
tors.of the Perfonal Modes of Subfiftence hold concerning — 
the Etermal generation. And if you have any thing to 
except againft it, produce your Exceptions, and they 
fhall not fail of an Anfwer. 

Lam nowcome toa clofe of this Chapter, and indeed 
of the whole Argument undertook by me againft this 
Author. Ia which have Afferted the commonly re- 


ceived Dogtrine about this great Article of the Trinity, 


both from the Ancient. Writers ofthe Church, and againtt- 
this Author's particular Objections ; and in ae eS 
ewn, 


_ 
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fhewn, That the Tree Perfons of the Bleffed Trinity are 
one and the fame undivided Efferce, Nature, or Godhead, 
diverfified only by T bree difting Modes of Subfiftence, 
which are fometimes called Properties, and fometimes 
Relations. Sothat a Divise Perfomis formally and proper- 
ly the Divine Nature, Effence, or Godhead with, and un- 
der fuch a diftinS Msde, Property, or Relation.. And 
this I averr to be the common, current, generally re- 
ceived Doétrine of the Church concerning the Trinity. 
For Councils and Fathers hold it, the School. men teach 
it, the Confeffions of Churches (where they are any thing 
particular upon this Subje@) declare it 5 and all Divines 
both Papift-and Proteftant; in the feveral Bodies ot Di- 
vinity. wrote by them, do Affert it 5 only this Author, 
who yet (forfooth) owns himfelf a Proteffant of the 
Church of England, denies and explodes it. To whom 
therefore (ifhe were not toogreat inhis own Eyes to 
be Counfelled and Advifed) { would give this Charita- 
ble piece of Counfel for once, viz.’ That for the future be 
swould not prefume at fuch arate to contradié the whole 
World, titl be has learn'd. not to contradié himfelf. 


va 
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CHAP. IX, , 


In which this Author’s Paradexes, both Philofe. 
phical ad Theological, as they occurr in this 


bis Difcourfe are drawn together, Examined, 
and (onfuted. a 


Am fenfible, thatl am now engascdin a Subje& 

that would threaten the Reader wi:na very long 
Chapter, fhould I follow it, as far as ic would carry me: 
For I amentered into a large Field, Viz. this Author's 
Paradoxical Affertions : In the traverfing of which, I 
fhall obferve no other Method, but juft to take them in 
that order in which they offerthemfelves throughout his — 
Book 3; fave only, that 1 fhall give my Reader this pre- 
monition, That fuch of them as I have particularly ex- 
amined, and laid open in the foregoing Animadverfi- 
ons, I {hall now fet down without any further De- 
f{cant, or Enlargement upon them, or at leaf{t with very 
little, . 

But as for thofe, whichI there paffed over without 
any Notice, or Remark, (as [did it all along with full 
purpofe to treat of them by themfelves, fo) I fhall paz- 
ticularly infiftupon them now, And the Reader may 
pleafe to take them as they follow. 

PARADOX, 
It is a vain and arrogant prefumption {ays this Author ) 
to fay, What is, or what is not a Contradi@ion, when we 
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Con fels we do not underftand, or comprehend the thing we 
Speak of, p. 4. And again, I know nothing in the World 
that we do perfectly underftand, p. 7. line 19. 
Anfwer. According to thefe Two Affertions taken 
together, I affirm, That though a Man difcourfes never 
fo fally and inconfiftently of God, or indeed of any 
thing in the World befides, yet he cannot juftly be 
charged as guilty of a Contradiction. And morccver, 
fince this Author affirms, page 97, That for any one to. 
fay, That Three Divine Perfons who are divided and fepa- 
rated from each other, are cach of them God, and yet that 
they are not Three Gods, but one*God, isa dire& Coxtra- 
diétion 31 defireto know of him, Whether he compre- 
hends what the Godhead and what the Divine Perfons are > 
And if not, Whether(according to hisown Rule )it is vot 
avain and arrogant Prefumption in him to fay whatis a Con- 
tradificn,when he profeffes bimsfelf not to comprehend the 
thing he is {peaking of and about which the Contradifion is 
faid to be? Sete | | 
ee PARADOX. — © 
This Author haying declared the Intimate and Efex. 
tial Onity between the Father and the Son from thofe 
Words of our Saviour, John 14th. Chap. to. Ver. 
Iam inthe Father, and the Father in: me: Subjoyns, 
That this Onenefs between them is {uch an Onion, as there 
is nothing in Nature like.ie 5 aad we cannot long doubt 
what kind of Onion this is, if we confider that there is 
putone poflible way to be thus United, and that is bythis 
Diutual-Confcioufnefs, p. 57. | 
Anfwer. Thefe Worde It charge with ContradiGion; 
and confequently with Abfurdity upon two Accounts, | 
si becaufe they Contradi& our Saviour’s Words. 
An 
Secondly, Becaufe they Contradi@ the Author’s own 


Words. 1, And. | 
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1. And firftconcerning thofe of our Seviour. Where- 
as this Author fays, That this Onenefs between the Father 
and theSon, is fuch an Union, as there-is nothing in Na- 
ture like it, Our Savionr in John Ch. 17. (where this 
whole Paflage is repeated twice) affirms fomething to be 
like it sviz. in ver. 11. where he praysto his Father, That 
they (viz. Believers) say be One, asWe (viz. his Father 
and Hiwfelf) are One : And again, ver. 21. That they may 
be One, a5 thou Father artin me,and lin thee. So that 
our Saviour exprefly afferts a Likene/s of fomething to this 
Union on the one fide 3 andthis Author as exprefly de- 


‘ies it on the other, In which (according to his blun- 


dering, undiftinguifhing way) he confounds [ Likene/z] 
and [Ssmenefs of kind | asall One 5 as fhall prefently be 
further fhewn. 

In the next place, our Sevieur (as *plainly as Words 
can exprefsa Thing ) fays, [hut be and bis Father are 
One, by a Mutual In-being, or In-exiftence in one another. 
And this Man as exprefly fays, That there is xo poffible 
way for them to be one but by Mutual-Confcionfnefs, But 
I on the contrary deny, That Mutual-Confcion{nefs is Ma- 
tual-Inexistence,or Mutual-Inexiftence Mutual-Confcious- 
nefs,any more, than that Being, or Exciffence is proper 
ly Confcionfne/s, or Knowledge sand therefore ifthey can- 
not poffebly be one, but by Matyal Confcion{nefs, it 1s cer- 
tain that they are not fo by Matual-Inexiffences which 
yet our Saviour,in Words properly and naturally fignt- 
fying Inexiftence, affirms that they are. 

And the more intolerable is this Affertion in this Au- 
thor, for that in Pag. 56. he affirms, that thefe Words 
of our Saviour onght to be underftood properly sand if fo, 
[hope they do not only exclude Metaphors,but all other 
Tropes and Figures alfo 3 for [Proper] is not, adequate- 
ly oppofed to Metapborical, butto Figurative, whatfoe- 

ver 
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ver the Figure be. And Ido hereaffirm, That if ouc 
Saviour’s words be underftood of Mataal-Confcion[ne/s, 
they do not fignifie properly, but figuratively; and thie 
Figure is a Metonymy of the Subject tor the Adjundt; for- 
af{much asin God, Being, or Inext/tence are to be look’d 
upo:: as the Subjec? ; and Kowledge, and the like Attri- 
butes asthe Adjuncts. And theretore Ido here tell this 
bold Man again, that for him to fay as he does, that 
the forementioned words of our Savioar ought to be 
underftood properly, and yet to interpret them toa fenfe 
not Proper, but Figurative (which, by interpreting 
them ot Mutwal-Confctouf{nefs, he evidently does) 1s 
bothan Abfurdity and a Prefumption, equally infuffe- 
rable. But in the 

ad. Place I charge the forecited Paflage of this Au- 
thor with the fame Abfurdity, for being as Contradi- 
tory to his own words, as it was to thofe of our Sa- 
viour. For whereas he here fays, 
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Firft, That this Onene/s between the Father and the Son, 


expreifed in thofe words, I am inthe Father, andthe Fa- 
ther in me, can be no other kind of Union, than an Union 
by Mutual-Confcioufnefs. And | 

Secondly, That st  fuch an one, that there is nothing 
in Nature like st. 

I defire him toturn to Page 106. of his Book, where 
he tells us, That the Fathers ufe feveral Examples,and al- 
Ludeto feveral forts of Union, thereby to form a Notion of 
the Unity of the Godhead in theThree Divine Perfons. Let 
him, I fay, read this, and tell me, Whether thofe Ex- 
amples and Allufions could be of any ule to form a Notion 
of that Unity to which they bore no Refemblance at all ? 
For I, for my part, ever thought, that there can be no 
Allufion of one thing to another without fome fimilitude 
between them, and that a fimilitude is always on both 

| Qq fides ; 
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fides ; it being not poflible for Peter to be like Sohn, but 
Sohn mult be like Peter too. And if this Man does not 
yet blufh at {uch contradictory Affertions, let him turn 
a little fartherto Page 126, 127. where he tells us par- 
ticularly, that St. Auftin explains this Unity by Exam- 
ples of Matual-Confcionfnef, and by feveral Similitudes 
(mark the words) of which the Unity of Usderftandizg, 
Memory, and Wi with the Soul of Man is alledged by 
him for Ove; and that a notableonetoo, for that rhefe 
Faculties (as hethere fays) are mutually in one another ; 
and the Example of Love and Kyowledge in the fame 
Mind, is alledged by him as another fuch a Simile, — 
affirming them in like manner to be mutually in one 
another. Now, I fay, after all this, ought not the 
Reader to ftand amazed, when he reads the Man 
firft affirming thatthe Uzity between the Father and the 
Son mutually exifiing in one another by virtue of the 
Mutual-Confcioufnefs between them has nothing like it in 
Nature, nor bas any Example, Metaphor, or Similitude, 
befides st felf to allude to; and yet afterwards producing 
feveral Similitudes, Allafions, and Metaphors out of the 
Fathers, to explain both this In-besag, and this Mutwal- 
Confcion[nefiby ? God give hima better Memory ; for 
as thefe things reprefent him, no Man living ( would 
he but impart his skill) could be fo fit to teach the Art 
of Forget fulnefias himfelf. 

But after all, I muft not omit to give the Reader no- 
tice of another of his Abfurdities, though of a lower 
rate, véz. That all along Page 57. he takes a Pattern, 
or Example, and a Similitude, or Metaphor for Terms 
equivalent ; whereas a Pattern, or Example imports a 
perfect entire Refemblance between it felfand the thing 
of which it is the Pattern, and indeed approaches next 
toa Parallel Inflance ; while, onthe other fide, an A- 

gree- 
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ee pags in any one refpect, or degree, is fufficient to 
ound a Metaphor,or Similitude upon. And therefore tho 
it may eafily begranted this Author, That there is no 
Pattern, or Example of fuch an Usion as is between the 
Father and the Son; yetthat does not infer, that there 
is nothing in Nature that bears any fimilitude to it ; fince 
this may very well be without the other, as that place 
in ‘fohn 17.11. and 21. has already proved. 

And now I fhould here have finifhed my Remarks 
upon this particular Head, but that there isa certain 
Paflage in order to his proving that there is nothing in 
Nature like the Unity between the Father and the Son,and 
it is this, That #2 Subjtantial Unions,that which compre- 
hends, # greater than that which % comprehended: So 
that if Two Subftances fhould be Usited by a Mutwal- 
Comprehenfion of one another, the fame would be both 
greater and leffer than the other, véz. greater as it com- 
prehended it, and lefs, as it was comprehended by it,P.57. 
Now this Propofition I will neither note as Paradoxical, 
nor abfolutely affirm to be fa//e. But fo much I will 
affirm, viz. That it is nothing at all to his Purpofe ; 
and that he can never prove it to be Tre. For befides, 
that he {till confounds an Example, or Parallel Cafe with 
a Similitude, I would have himtake notice, 

Firft, That this Maxim, Omne continens eft majus 
contento, upon which he founds a Majority of the thing 
comprehending tothething comprehended,is wholly drawa 
from, and founded upon the Obfervations made by the 
Mind of Man about Corporeal Sub/tances, endued with 
Quantity and Dimenfions; in which the Sab/tance com- 
prebending is, and mutt be of a greater Dimenfion than 
the Sabftance comprehended. But what is this to Spérstual 
Sabftsnces ? Concerning which,I demand ofthis Author 
a folid Reafon, Why ‘I'wo fuch Swbfances may not,be 

q 2 inti- 
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intumately united by a Mutual-Permeationyor Penetrati» 
on of oneanother? For all that can hinder fucha Pene- 
tration, Or Permeation (as far as we know) is Quantity ; 
which in Spéritual Sabjtances has no place; and then, it 
fucha Matwal-Penetration be admitted, thele Subfances 
will be mutually ia one another, and Uxited to one ani 
ther, not indeed by a Comprehenfion of one another, (of 
which there is no need, it fuch a thing could be) but 
by a Mutual-Adequation, or exact Coequation of one to 
the other ; fo that nothing of one Sub/tance fhall exs/t,or 
veach beyond,or without the other, but the whole af both 
by fucha Permeation, mutually exi# in each other. This, 
I fay, I neither do, nor willaffirm to be a€tually fo, but 
I challenge this Author to prove that it cannot be fo; and 
till he can, it may become him to be lefs confident. - 

In the wext p/ace, I have one thing more to fuggeft to 
him about Sub/tantial Unions, which he talks f3 much 
of, viz. That the Term is Ambiguous, and may figni- . 
fie either, 

Firft, The Uxioz of two or more Sub/taxces together, 
and fo the Father and the Sox, who are not two Subftan- 
ces, but only two Perfons (as has been {hewn in the fore- 
going Chapter) can never be /ubftantially United. 
Or. 


Secondly, It may fignifiethe Uxioz of Two,or more 
Perfons inone and the fame Sabftance ; which is trul 
and properly the Uzion of the Perfons of the Bleffed 
Trinity. : 

And thus, though there is no Inftance in Matare of 
Perfons {0 united, yet by way of Allufion and Simili. 
tude, the Uxsox of the three fore-mentioned Faculties 
of Under ftaxding, Memory and Will, in one and the fame 
Soul, (alledged by St. Austin) may pals fos a {malJl, or 
(as this Author himfelf calls it) Page 126. Line a" A 

Atnt 
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faint Refemblance of the Union of the faid Three Divine 
Per fons in the fame Nature, or Substance, which,accord- 
ing to his excellent Talent of Se/f-Contradiction, he po- 
fitively denies here in Page 57. and as politively affirms 
inthat other now pointed at. In fine, this Affertion, 
That the Father and the Son cannot poffibly bce One, or 
im One another (which is here the dime} but by Mz- 
tual-Confcioufnefs, Page 57. Line 23, 24, 25. unavoid- 
ably infers, andimplies, That they are not Oxe by Uz:- 
ty ot Substance, Unity of Effence, or Unity of Natare. 
For I am fure neither Substance, Effence,or Nature, are 
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Mutusl-Confcionf{nefs. And if the Charch will endurea | 


Man afferting this, I can but deplore its Condition. 
PARADOX. 

If we feek for any other Effence, or Substance in God, 
(faysthis Author) but Infinite Wifdom, Power and Good- 
oA the Effence of God, though confidered but as one Nu- 
merical Perfon, is as perfectly unintelligible to us, as one 
Numerical Effence, or Substance of Three Perfons in the 
Bleffed Trinsty, Page 69, 70. 

Anfiver. This Propofitton is Falfe and Abfurd, and 
to prove it fo, I fhall lay down thefe following Affer- 
tions. 

Firft, That it is certainly much eafier for Humane 
Reafon to conceive one and the fame Divine Nature, 
or Deity, as Subfifting in one fingle Perfor, than in 
Three distinct Perfons. 

Secondly, That Effence, Substance, Wifdem, Power 
and Goodze/s are in the Divine Nature (which is a pure 
fimple 4c?) all but one and the fame Thing, or Bezng. 

Thirdly, That, notwithftanding this, Effexce, or Sub- 


Stance, and Wifdom, Power and ene are formally di- 


ftin&t from one another. That isto fay, The Conceptus 


Objectivus, or proper Effential Conception of one does 7 | 
IMp!Y, 


302 Animadverfions, &c. 


imply, or involve in it the proper Conception of the 
other: Upon which Account one of them cannot pro- 
perly be faid to be the other. 

Now thefe Three Things thus laid down, it is rea- 
dily granted to this Man, hat Effence,or Subftance,W1/- 
dom, Power and Goodnefs are really one and the fame Being, 
and that therefore it is vain and foolifh to leek for any 
Effence, or Subftance in God, which is not alfo Wifdom, 
Power and Goodneff. But this, by his favour, is not the 
point. For if he will neverthelefs fay, That the Divine 
Nature expreffed by one Infinite Bffence, or Subftance Sub- 
fifting in One Perfon,ts as anintelligible, as the yi Subfift- 
ing tn Three diftinét Perfons,; Nay, that One and the 
fame Numerical Wifdom, Power and Goodnefs confider'd, 
as Subjifting only in one Perfon, is not more Intelligible 
than the fame, as Sabfi/ting under Three; This is mae 
nifeftly falfe, and contrary to common Experience, and 
without any further arguing the cafe, I appeal to the 
Reatfon of all Mankind, whether it be not io? 

PARADOX. 

What « Intellectual Love (fays this Author) but the 
true Knowledge, or Eftimation of Things ? What us Fuftice 
and Goodnefs but an equal Diftribution of,or a true and wife 
Proportion of Rewards and Punifbments ? What is perfect 
Power, but perfect Truth and Wifdom which can do what- 
foever it knows ? Page 71, 72. | 

Anfwer. We have here a whole Knot, or Clufter of 
Paradoxes, but I fhall take them afunder, and confider 
them feverally ; And becaufe they run all in the way of 
Interrogations, I fhalltake them out of their Jterroca- 
tive Form, and caft them into fo many Categorscal Ajfer- 
tions, The firft of which is, | 

That Intellectual Love ts nothing elfe but the true Know- 
ledze and Eftimation of Things. 3 | 
This 


. 
>» 


CHAPTER IX 


This is Falfe and Abfurd. For Love is one thing, 


Loved; but Knowledge cannot prefuppofe it felf. Kyzon- 
ledge isthe firft A of an Intelligent Mind, Love the fe- 
cond. And I would fain know, Whether this Man of 
Paradox, will affirm, That Goa Loves every Thing 
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which he has a trae Kpowledge and Eftimation of? But 


But this alfo is fale. Thefe Two being as properly 
and formally diftinguifhed by their 4é#sand Objects, as 
the Two former. And Ido here tell chis Author, That 
God's Goodnefs is the Proper Qualification of his own 


ble. And confe uently God might have exerted innu- 
merable Ads of his Goodne/s, though there had never 
been any Objeé¥ for him to ave exerted fo muchas one 
Att of his Fuffice upon. And to give him one Inftance 
that may Convince any Man of Senfe of the vaft ciffe- 
rence of thefe two Attributes > Was that AGF of Creation, 
by which God firht Created the World. an A? of his Ju- 


{tice ? Or did that 44 confift ina Wife proportion of Re- 


wards 
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wards and Punijbments, before there was any Ad of the 
Creature to be Rewarded, or Punifhed? But I am {ure 
it wasan AG of the Divine Goodne/s, whereby God com- 
municated much of the Perfection of Being to fomething 
without himfelf. Again, is Pardon of Sinan Effential 
Act of Goa’s Fustice ? But I am fure it is an 4é¢ of his 
Goodne/s. Certainly this Man neither knows,nor cares 
what he fays. 

His Third Affertion is, That perfect Power is nothing 
ebfe, but perfect Truth and Wifdom. 

But this alfo isa grofs Paradox, and as falfe, asthat 
Onnipotence and Omnifcience are not [wo distinét Attri- 
butes of God. God’s Power atts by and under the dire- 
ction of Goa’s Wifdom, and therefore neither is, nor can 
be formally the fame with it. And befides this, all Acts 
of Wifdom and Truth proceed from God by a Neceflity 
of Nature, but the Acts and Exercife of his Power by 
a free determination of his WZ. For in {peaking of 
God, no Man fays, That God is Wife, Knowing, or True, 
or Acts according to thefe Perfections, becaufe he will do fo, 
for hecan neither be, nor Ad otherwife; but we truly 
and properly fay, That God does this or that, becaufe he 


willdo it; forif he had pleafed, he might have chofe, 


whether he would do it, or no. From all which, I 
conclude, That nothing could be more improperly and 
abfurdly affirmed than, That the Divine Power is nothing 
elfe but the Divine Trath and Wifdom. 

PARADOX. 

Ta Men Cfays he) st i only Knowledge that is Power ; 
Humane Power, and Humane Kyowledge, as that fienifies 
a Kypowlecee how todo any Thing, are Commenfurate ; fo 
that every Man can do what he knows how to do: Nay, 
Knowledge, # wot only the Director of Power, tut it is 
that very tower which we call force, Page 72. 

" Anfiver. 
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Anfw, This is fo grofs a Paradox, that, I think, it can 
need no other Confutation than to oppofe the fenfe ofall 
Mankind to it, neverthelefs I fhall offer this one Confi- 
deration towards the difproving the Identity of Kxow- 
ledge and Power, viz. That a Mans Knowledge and 
Skill about the doing any Work of Art, may increafe, 
as his power of Execution for the Actual doing the faid 
Works may decreafe, nay, wholly ceafe, and there- 
fore they cannot be the fame. For {uppofe a Carpenter 
difabled by Age, or Accident, that he cannot {trike a 
{troke towards the building an Houle ; does he therefore 
ceafe to know how to build it, while another fhall build 
it wholly by the dire€tion of his Skill and Knowledge? 
This Man may as well prove his Head and his Hands 
to be one and the fame Thing, as Kyowledge and Power 
to be fo. But I fhall go no farther than this very Au- 
thor, toconfute this Author’s Affertion, who has told 
us inp. 9. 1. 3,4. That we underftand nothing of the Secrets 
and Myfteries of Nature ;. nor are concerned to anderftand 
them, any more than it is our Bufinef to underftand bow to 
make either a Body, or a Spirit which we have no power to 
do, (mark that) éfwe did underftand it, and therefore 
it wonld be an ufele/s piece of Knowledge. Now I befeech 
the Reader to fet thefe Two Affertions together, viz. 
that in pag. 72. That to know how to do a Thing i to be 
able to do it, and that other in the pag. 9. viz. That 
though we under ftood how to make a Body, or a Spirit, yet 
we have no power to doit. I fay let thefe Two Propofi- 
tions be compar’d; and then I hope that for the future, 
Knowledge how to do a thing, and Power to doit, ought 
not, even according to this very Author, to.pafs for the 
fame thing. Inthe mean time we fee how one of his 
Affertions contains a grofs Abfurdity, and the other 
compleats it with as grofs a Contradiction. 

Rr PAR A- 
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PARADOX. | 

This Word Infinite (fays he) confounds ovr Notions 
of Gee TT. a ae 

Anfwer. This is falfe. The Thing indeed fignified 
by the Word Infinste,exceeds and tranfcends our Noti- 
ons, but the word Ixfizite does not confound them. And 
I would have this Man take notice,that for an Object to 
furpafs and be above our T houghts,and to diforder and 
confound them, are very different Things. And more- 
over, that it is the height of Impudence and Ignorance 
too, tofay, That that Word confounds our Thoughts, No- 
tions and Conceptions of Ged; whichall Divézes and Phi- 
lofophersinall Places and Ages have conftantly exprefs’d. 
the Natare of God by: And which, after the Notion of 
his bare Exiftence, does, next in order, offer it felf to. 
the Mind of Maa, in its Speculations of this Great 


Objet. 
PARADOX. | 

We kxow not (fays he) how far Infinite Wifdom and 
Goodue/s, and Power reaches, but then we certatnly know, 
that they havetheir Bounds, and that the Divine Nature- 
8s the atmost Bounds of, them, p.-79- 

To which I Azfwer, That for an Infinite I’s{dom to. 
have Bounds, and the Boxnds of it to be the Divine Na- 
ture (which it felf has no Bounds) is ¢w spfis Termins 
an exprefs, downright, and fhamelefs Contradiction. 
See this further laid open in my Second Chapter. 

PARADOX. | 

This Creed (fays he, fpeaking of the Athanafian) docs: 
not fpeak of theThree Divine Berfons as distinguifoed from 
one another, P. 88. Line 21. 

In reply to which, I am amazed to read an. Affertion. 
{> manifeftly falfé, and yet fo pofitively uttered. For 
will this Author put out the Eyes of: his Reader ? ce 7 

ft : 


tells us here that Athansfiue (or whofoever elfe micht 
De the Author of this Creed) does not hereiz peak of the 
Three Divine Perfons s diftinguifl’d from one another But 
I demand of him, does Athanafine here {peak of them 
as Of Three Pezfons, or no ? If the firft; ther he does 
and mutt {peak of them as ftir uifbed from one an- 
other, for that without fuch ‘Difin@ion they are 
not fo much as Three. - But if he does not fpeak of 
them 4s. of Three, and ds of Three thas dilti nifbed. 
What then mean thofe ‘Words of the Creed ? There it 
one Perfon of the Father, another of the S on, and another 
of the Holy Ghoit ? Do thefe Words {peak of thefe Per- 


Loni as diftingnifbed, oy dothey not? If they do; chen: 


what this Man has here fad of the Créed,, is fhainelefly 
falfe; and if they do not exprefs the faid Perfons as di« 
ffintt, 1 defie all the Wit of Man to find out any 
Words that can. | | ee ek ae 
, - < PARADOX, - 2 

He tells us, That the Title of the one Only true God 
cannot be fo property attributed t6 any one Perfon, but oly 

Anfwer. Thisl have already fhewn in Chep.5. p.137. 
to be both falfe and dangérous 3 as by direét WH Nel Li 
either making feveral forts of Gods. or excluding both 
the Sor and Z Fioly Ghoit trom the one true Godhead, 


mast be included in the Charattér of the only True God ; 
which how he can be, without liaving this Character 
Properly affirmed and predicated of him, and his fu- 


Rr 2 {taining 
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{taining thereby the Denomination of the oxly True God, 
Jet this Confident, Self-contradi€ting Man declare if he 
can. In the mean time let me tell him further, That 
thefe Terms [the True God] and [the only True God] do 
both of them import an Attribute, ‘or Denomination 
purely Effential, and by no means Perfonal, or Occono- 
mical: And moreover that every fuchAttribute doesand 
muit agree toall the Three Perfons equally and what{o- 
ever equally agrees to them all, may. with equal Pro- 
priety be affirmed of all and each of them, and confe- 
quently that the Title of [the One only True God] may. 
every whit as truly and properly be attributed to theSon 
and Holy Ghost, asto the Father himfelf.. See more 
of this in my foreméntioned Chapter. : A. 
ee PARADOX . ... | 
_ I affirm (fays he) that the Glory and Majefty and all the 
other perfections of theT bree Divine Perfons are as diftinit 
as their Perfons are. And again, Thefe perfections are as 
diftintt as. the Perfons, and yet as Namerically one and 
the fame asthe Godhead #, p.91. | : 
*Anfwer. The firft part of thefe Affertions is utterly 
inconfiftent with, and wholly overthrows the laft.. And 
it is indeed very horrid, as by inevitable confequence 
inferring a Tritheifme. " For if the effential Perfeations 
of God (which in truth are only the Divine Effence un- 
der feveral Conceptions and Denominations) are as di- 
ftintt as the Perfons, whom the Church acknowledges 
to be really diftinét,then it will and muft follow, That in 
the Trinity there are Three really diftindt Effences, or God- 
heads, as well asThree really difindt Pexfons: And if they, — 
are thus diftintt, it is impoffible that the Three Perfons 
fhould by virtue thereof, either be, or be truly faid to 
be, really one; fo that this Author, we fee, ain 
erted. 


_GHAPTER IX, 


afferted a T; renity with a Witnefs > but as for any Unity 


in it, you may go.look. 


this Author fo much Service) as I {hall readily gram 

That.where there is an Equality, . there mutt be alfoa 
Plarality, of fome fort or Other, Whatfoever it be : So 
I thallobferve, That the Diaixe Effence, Glory, or Mac 
jefty, (which I {till affirm to be but different Names of 
the fame thing falling under divers Conceptions ) and 
every other effenpial perfection of the Gadbead, may be 
contidered two.ways, |. ee ee 
Firft, Abfolutely and Abftrattedly in it {elf} and‘ as 
apron from all perfanal 


Determinations, in which 
enfe the Divine. Nature, Effence (and every Effential’ 
Attribste incladed in it) As,.and always muft be taken, 
whenfaever, in. Difcourfe, it. is. {poken of, ¢ither as 
compared with, or contra-aipinguilbed toall, or any of the 
Perfons, And accordingly,in this fenfe being ab/olutely 
Qne, it is incapable of any Relation of Equality. Forafs 
much as ove Thing confidered but as One, cannot be faid 
to be — to ie Or. , 
_ Secondly, This, Glor 3 Majefty, or any other E ential 
Rerfection of ‘the Godhead, may Looe ca as fuftain- 
ing Three: feveral Modes of Subiftence in Thyee difting$ 
Perfons ; which {aid Modes, as they found a plurality ix 
this Effential Glory, or Majesty, ( though by no means of 

#) 
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it) fo this Plurality founds a Capacity of Equality ; by 
virtue whereof, the fame Glory according to its pece- 
lidy way of Sudfifting in the Farher, may be {aid to: be 
equalroit felf as Swbfifting after another way in the Sos; 
and atter-a-third in the Holy Ghost ; fo that immediately 
and ‘ftrictly this Equality is between the Three feveral 
Modes ol Sabfiftence, whichi this Effenrial ad ot Mai 
jety {uitaims, or -Gfyou will) belongs to the laid Glory: 
tur and by réafon ofthem. Afid this’ is the true’Anfivet 
to this Socintan Objection, Which'by a manifeft Fallacy 
proceeds 2 ditto ec ardiwm quid ad dictum fimplectter VIZ. 
Phat becaufe Equality carinot' belong-to' the: E ential 
Glory, or Majeity of the Godhed@cohiidered abftrattedly 
fiornthe Divine: Perfons; therétore neither can it agree 
td thé farne'Glory; ot Mayel#y} upbit-any other Account 
whatfoever, which is uttérfy falfe ; forafmuch as confl- 
dered according to the Three different ways of its Sub- 
_fittence in the Three Perfons, 1 may, as Sabfifting under 
any one of them be faid to be equaktoirfelf, ' as Subfite 
ing Yinder-the other Two.) oe 
pore 4 2s PARADOK cb 
This Aathor reprefents Gregory Nyflen as fir affert- 
ing a: Specifick Samenefs, or Unity of Nature, in the 
Divine Perfons (which. alfo:he makes-all along to ‘be fig- 
nified by’ the spodens) and then alferting that this Spect- 
fick Samenefs; or Unity of Nature, makes the faid 
Fhree Perfons Numerically One, Page 118.'the latter 
end.’ : ee ee ry ae oe 
Anfwer. This istoo great am Abfurdity for fo Learn- 
ed a Father tobe guilty of, and therefore ought to lre at 
this Author’s own Door; for'that-a Specijick Samenef, ox 
Unity of Nature,fould make any Thing, or Perfow, Na- 
merically.One any morethan a gererical Unity can make 
et a a= ngs 
@ 


Ft Dt - 7-7” 
a atl Sete 


Guarprer {X,. 
Things fecifically One) is beyond meafure fencelefs and 
mee es 


— Though.the Fathers (fayshe) affert the fingalarity o 
the Godbead, or the Nae eal Umity of i te nA 
fence; yet they do not affert fuch 2 Numerical Unity, as 
where there is but one Perfon as well as one Effence, but 
fuch a Numerical Unity as there is between Three, 
who are ipesoso, of the very fame Nature, but are 
wot morely anited by a fpecifick Unity, bat by an Effen: 
tial Union ; and therefore are Three and One, Page 128 
Line 15. 

an In thefe Words there are feveral Abfurdi-. 
ties, which he falfly charges upon the Fathers, but 
eught in allReafontotaketo himfelf. As, == 

: I. He fuppofes a pecifick-Unity, and an effential Unity: 
to be diftintt Unities: whereas every /pecefick Unity, or 
Union, (call it, at-prefent, which you will) is alfoan: 

ential ‘Unity, ot Union. For a /pecifick Unity is ane 
t of an efjential Unity (which in its whole compafs 


contains the Gewerical,the Specifical, and the Numerical) 


and therefore thus to contra-diftingnifb a Species to its 
Genus, is fit for none but fuch a Logécéanas this Author; 
it. being ali one, as if one fhould fay of Peter, That he 
is not only a Man, but alfo a Living Creature. 

_ 2. Thefecond Abfurdity is, That he owns a fpecifick: 
Unity of Natareinthe Divine Perfons (which fort of 


Unity I have abundantly proved in Chap. 7. the Divine: 


Natare not to be capable of) for he fays here of the Dé- 


vinePerfons,That they are not merely United by a fpecifick 
Unity : which Words muft imply, that however, fo. 


ssited they are. : 
3. Hemakes Two forts of Numerical Unity, contrary. 
toall Rules of Logick, viz. Ove, where there are — 
7 ral: 
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ral Perfons of one Nature, as here in the Trinity; and 
the other, where there is but Ove Perfon,as well as One 
Nature. But let me here tell him, That the Divine Na- 
-tureis every whit as #americally One inthe Three Perfons, 
as ifthere were but one Perfo in the Godhead, and no 
more. And inthis very ‘Thing (as has been {hewn ) 
does the Myfteriou{nefs of an Unsty in Trinity confit. 
I fay, The Divine Natare is as Numerically Oxe in the 
Three Perfons,as the humane Nature was numerically One 
in Adam, while there was no other Perfon in the World 
but himfelf; nay, much more fo, fince it is not mx/- 
tiplicable, asthat was.. And toaffirm, That the s- 
merical Unity of the Godhead is not fo perfe&, or is not 
thevery fame, S§ ubjisting in Three distinct Perfons, asif 
Wwe could imagine ‘it to /wbf# but in Oxe, Subverts and 
Overthrows fuch 4% Unity in Trinity, as the Charch in 
all Ages hitherto has maintained. | 3 

| PARADOX. 7 

Having told us, That the Fathers untverfally acknow- 
hedged, the Operation of the whole Trinity ad Extra to be. 
but One, and from thence concluded the “Unity of the Di- 
vine Nature and Effence; for that every Nature bas a 
Virtue and Energy of its own, (Nature being a Principle 
of Attion,) and tf the Energy and Operation be but One, 
there can be but One Natare. He adds within four Lines. 
after, That this ss certainly true, but gives no Account, 
how Three diftinct Perfons come to have but One Will, Ont 
Exergy, Power and Operation; nor that any Account (that 
he knows of ) can be given of st but by Mutual-Contci-. 
oufnefs, Page 124. Line 7, cc. | : 

Anfw. Were I not acquainted with this Man’s way. 
of Writing, I fhould be amazed to fee him in fo {mall a 
compafs fo flatly contradict himfelf. For will he, in 
the firft place, aifert, in the Three Divine Perfons a Nu- 

“ok merical 
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merical Unity of Nature? And inthe next, affert alfo, 
that this Usity of Natare is proved by Unity of Energy 
and Operation? And after this tell us, That this gives no 
Account at all, how Three diftintt Perfons come to have but 
one Will and Energy, Power and Operation? For does not 
Unity of Natare,in thefe three diftinct Perfons prove this? 
While the faid Usity of Nature proves Untty of Operati- 
on, asthe Caufe proves its Effect, and Uxity of Oper ati- 
on again proves Unity of Nature, as the effet proves its 
caule? This, any one of fenfe would think, isa fair, 
full, and fufficient Account how Three diftinct Perfons, 
having all but One Nature, come thereby all to have but one 
Will, Energy and Operation. And fhould any one elfe 
argue otherwife, I fhould think him befide himfelf; but 
this Author inthis Difcourfes like him/elf. | 
PARADOX. 

Knowledge, Self-reflection and Love,are diftintt Powers 
and Faculties in Men,and fo diftinct, that they can never be 
the fame; Knowledge ws not Self-reflection ; nor Love either 
Kyowledge, or Self-reflection ; though they are infeparably 
anited, they are diftinct, P. 130.L. 11, 12, Ge. 

Anfw. Here alfois another knot of Abfurdities. For, 

Firlt, Knowledge, Self-reflection, and Love are not in 
Men diftznct Powers and Faculties (as this unfledged Phi- 
Jofopher calls them) but only diftinc? Ads. | 

Secondly, Admitting that Kowledge were a Facalty 
(as it is not) yet I deny that Kyowledge and Self-refle- 
ction would make Two diftinct Faculties, forafmuch as 
it isone and the fame Intellectual Faculty, which both 
exerts an 4d? of Kowledge, and an Ad of Reflection up- 
on that Ad? of Kwowledge, or upon it felf as producing 
the faid Act. For which Caufe it is (as has been obferv- 
ed before) that Philofophers hold that the Vader fanding 
is Facult as fupra (e Reflexive ; ra of them allowing — 

5 the 
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the dive and the reflex Acts of Knowledge to iffue from 
the fame Faculty. 

Thirdly, He fays, That albeit the forementioned 
Aéts ave diftinct, yet they are infeparably untied. But this 
alfo is fale; for (whether an Act of Knowledge may be 
without an Aé ot Sedf-reflection, as fome, not without 
Reafon, think it may) Iam furein Men (of whom a- 
lone we now fpeak) both an 4c? of Kyowledze and of 
Self-reflection too may be without an Ad ot Love con- 
fequent thereupon: And ifthe former may be without 
the latter, then they are not én/eparably united, as this 
Author here fays they are. 
| PARADOX. 

He fays, That Love ts a diftinct Act, and therefore in 
God iy | be a Perfon, P.133. 

Anfmw. Ifthis bea true and good Confequence, then 
the Ground and Reafon of it muft be This, That every 
diffintt Act in God, i, and maft be a diftin Perfon, And 
it {o, then every Decree in God, whether it be his De- 
cree of Election, or of Reprobation (if there be fuch an 
one) or of creating the World, and fending Céri/? into 
it, and at laft of deftroying it, and the like, are cach of 
them fo many Perfons.For every Divine Decree isan Act 
ofGod,and anlmmanent Aé too,as refting within him,and 
(as {uch) not paffing forth to any Thing without Him ; 
that Maxim of the Schools being moft true, that De- 
creta nihil ponunt in effe. Nor is this all, but moft of the 
Divine Acts are free alfo; fothat there was nothing in 
the Nature of them to hinder, but that they equally 
might, or might not have been; which applied to the 
Divine Perfons, would make ftrange work to Divinity. 
Inthe mean time if this Author will maintain this Do~ 
Ctrin, viz. That Aéts and Perfons, are the fame in 
God, (as,I think, he ought in all Reafon to maintain the. 
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immediate confequences of his own Affertion ) Idare __ 
undertake that here he will ftand alome again ; and that 
he is the only Divine who ever owned, or defended 
fuch wretched Stuff. 

PARADOX. 

Thefe three Powers of Underftanding, Self-reflection, 
and Self-Love are one Mind, viz. in Created Spirits; of 
which alone he here {peaks, adding in the very next 
words, What are mere Faculties and Powers in Created 
Spirits, are Perfons in the Godhead, &c. Pag. 135. at 
the latter end. 

Anfwer. This is a very profs Abfurdity, and to make 
it appear fo, Edo here tell him, That the Three fore- 
mention’d Powers are no more oze Mind,than three Qua- 
littes are one Sabftance ; and that very Term [ Powers} 
might have taught him as much ; Potentia and Imsporen- 
tia making one Species of Quality; under which all 
Powers and Facalties are placed. So that his three pow- 
ers of Underftanding, Self-Reflection, and Self-Love are 
one Only Unitate Subjetti, as being fubjected in one 
and the fame Mind; but not ssitete Effentie, as Effes- 
tially diftering both from one another, and fromtheMind 
it felftoo, in which they are. Certainly if this Man 
did not look upon himfelf as above all Rules of Logick 
and Philofophy, he would never venture upon fuch ab- 
{urd Affertions. ? 

| PARADOX. | 

He tells us, That the Son and Holy Ghoft Will and 
ACt with the Father; not the Father with the Son and 
the Holy Ghoft, Pag. 159. Line 137, 14, vc. 

Anfw. This is a dire€t Contradiction : For if the Son 
and Holy Ghoft Will and A&t with the Father,the Father 
muft Will.and A& with the Soz and the Holy Ghoft.And 
he who can finda diftin@ fenfe in thefe two Propo/iti- 
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ons, and much more, affirm the firft and deny the lat- 
ter,has a better Faculty at diftinguifhing than any Mor- 
tal Man, ufing his Senfe and Reafon, will pretend to, 
It being all one, as if I fhould fay, I faw Thomas, Wil- 
liam and John together ; of whom William and John were 
in the Company of Thomas, bat Thomas was not in the 
Company of William azd John. And I challenge any 
fenfible thinking Man to make better fenfe of this Au- 
thor’s foré-mention’d Affertion ifhe can. But this muft 
not go alone without a further caft of his Nature, by 
heightning it with another Contradiétion too, which 


you fhall find by comparing it with pag. 188. lize 4. 


where he affirms, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghost act 
together, having before exprefly told us here, That the 
Father does not will and act with the Son and Holy Ghost ; 
which very Affertion alfo, (to fhew him the further fa- 
tal Confequences of it) abfolutely blows up and deftroys 
his whole Hypothefis of Mutual Confcionfzef, by de- 
{troying that upon which he had built it. For éf the 
Father may and does Will and Act without the Son and. 
Holy Ghost, then farewel to the wi'e dvtefee, and the 
ple xionoss Beatudl@-, for they muft never be alledged in 


this Caufe more. 
PARADOX. 

Nothing can make God vifible but a perfonal Union to. 
avifible Nature, Page 234. Line 22, 23. 

Anfwer. This is a moft falfe Affertion, and directly 
contrary to Scripture. And to prove it fo, I fhall lay 
down thefe Four Conclufions. 

Firft, That the Godhead, or Divine Nature, neither. 
is nor can be vifible to a Corporeal Eye, by an immedi- 
ate fight, or Intuition of the Godhead it felf.. 

Secondly, That God is vifible to {uch an Eye only by 
the fpecial Signs, or Symbols of his Prefence. 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, That God is vifible by a Body perfonally 
united to him, only as the faid Body 1s {uch a Sign, or 
Symbol} of his peculiar Prefence. And : 

Fourthly and Laftly, That a Body actually affumed. 
by God tor a Time, is during that Time as true, and. 
vifible a Symbol of his Prefence, asa Body, or Nature. 
perfonally united to him can be. | 


And thus it was, that God appeared vifibly to the Pa- 


triarchs inOld Time, and particularly to Abraham, to 
Gideon, and tothe Father and Mother of Sempfon, who 
thereupon thought that they fbonld Die for having feen 
God Face to Face. For generally all Interpreters hold 


the Perfon whothus appeared, to have been the Second’ 
Perfow of the bleffed Trinity, the Eternal Son of the Fa-- 


ther; though fometimes called fimply the Anget, and 
fometimes the Angel of the Covenant, trom the Office he 
was.then actually imployed in by his Father, as the. 


extraordinary Mefflenger and Reporter of his Mind to. 


holy Men upon fome great Occafions. 


This {uppofed, I defire this bold Author to tell me,. 


Whether the fecond Perfon of the Trinity. ( God equal. 


with the Father) was perfonally united to the Body, which: 
he then appeared in, or not? If not ; then the fore-. 
mentioned Aiflertion, That nothing can make God vifible,. 
but a perfonal Union to a vifible Nature, falls fhamefully. . 


to the Ground, as utterly falfe. But if he was per/on- 
ally united toit, then thefe Paradoxes mutt follow, 

1. That he either laid down that affumed Body after- 
wards, or he did nor’. if he did, then.an pag 
Union with God may be diffolv’d;.and not on 
there may be alfo a thoufand perfonal Uxions one after 
another, (if God {hall chink fit to aflume a Body, and ap-. 


pear in it fo often ;) which would be contrary to the fen/e 
| | - OF. 


y fo, but. 
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of all Divines, aud to all Principles of found Divinity, 
which own but one hypoftatical Union and no more. Or, 
2. He ftill retains an Ussor to that 4ffumed Body, and 
then there is a double ypoftatical Uniox, viz. One tothe 
vifible Body affumed by him, in which he appeared of 
old, and the. other to that Body which he was Born with 
inthe World. All which Poftioas are horrid and mon- 
ftrous, but unavoidably confequent from the foregoin 
Affertion. But for the further Illuftration of the Cafe 
I do here affirm to this Author, That God is as vifible i 
an al[fumed Body, whether of Air, or Aithet, or what- 
foever other Materials it might be formed of, as in a 
Body of Flefh and Blood perfonally united to him: I fay, 
as vifible. For notwithitanding the great difference of 
thefe Bodies, and the difference of their Union and Re- 
lation to God, One being by: a temporary Affumption, and 
the other by a perfonal Incarnation; yet no Corporeal 
Fye could difcern this Difference, during: the Appear- 
ance, but that one was, for the time, as vifible as the 
other; and therefore fince both of them were truly Sym- 
bols of God’s peculiar Prefence (the only way by which 
the Divine Nature becomes vifible to a Mortal Eye) it 
demonftratively overthrows.that pofitive, falfe Aiferti- 
on of this Author, That nothing can make God. viftble, 
but 2 perfonal Union to avifible Nature. . 
PARADOX. co 
All the Circumftances of our Saviour's Birth, and Life, 
and Death, were fo pusctually foretold by the Prophets, and 
fo peremptorily decreed by.God, that after he was come txto 
the World, there was no place for bis Choice and Election. 
And he could not {bew: either his Love, or his Humility by 
choofing Poverty, Death, &c. Page 242. Line 5. 
Anfwer. This is Falfe, Abfurd, and: Dangerous, and 
indeed next to Blafphemous ;as overthrowing the whole 
| Occonomy 
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Oeconomy of Man’s Redemption by the Merits of Chri#. 
For that which leaves no place for Choice, leaves no pof- 
fibility for Merit. For all Merit is founded in freedom 
of Action, and that in Chosce. And if Chrift, after his 
Incarnation, had not this, he could not Merit. And 
whereas the Author fays, That Chrift chofe all this as the 
fecond Perfon of theT vinity antecedently to his Incarnation. 
I Anfwer, That this is indeed true, but reaches not the 
prefent Cafe, For what he did before he was Incarnate, 
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was the Ac of him purely as God; but a meritorione 


Attion mutt ftill bean humane Aion; which could not 
proceed from the fecord Perfox before his Affumption of 


an humane Nature. I readily grant and hold, That the - 


Actions of Christ's humane Natare received a peculiar 


Worth and Value from its Usiow with his Divise Per- 
foa,yet ftill IT affirm,that this Worth and Value was fub- 
jected and inherent in his bumane Actions, asfuch; and 
thereby qualified them with fo high a degree of Merir. 
So that, whencefoever this Merit might flow,they were 
only his humane Actions, viz. {uch as proceeded from 
him as a Man, that were properly and formally me- 
ritorious. 7 

And whereas this Author {tates the Reafon of this 
his horrid Affertion upon the Predictions of the Prophets, 


and the peremptory Decrees of God concerning all that 


belonged tu, or befell Christ, Ido here tell him, That 
neither Predit#ions nor Decrees, though never fo pun- 
ctual'and peremptory, do, or can infringe, or take a- 
way the freedom of Man’s Choice, or Ele€tion about 
the things fo decreed, or foretold ; how difficult foever 
it may be for Aumane Reafon to reconcile them; and 
if this Man will affirm the contrary, he muft either ba- 
nifh all Choice and Freedom of Aétion, or all certain Pre- 
dittions and peremptory Decrees out of the World s let 
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him choofe which of thefe two Rocks he will run him- 

felf againft, for he will be affuredly {plic upon either. 

This vile Aifertion really deferves the Cenfure of a Con- 

vocation, and itis pity, for the Charch’s fake, but in 

due time it fhould find it. | 
PARADOX. 

Concerning Perfon and Perfonality he has thefe fol- 
lowing Affertions, which I have here drawn together 
from feveral parts of his Book, viz. The Mind is a Per- 
fox, Page 191. Line 21, 22..A Soul without aVitalUnion 
to 4 Body, a Perfon, Page 262.Line 17. Andthe Soul 
ts the Perfon, becaufe it is the Superiour governing power, 
and Conftitutes the Perfon, Page 268. Line 28. A Beaft 
which has no Reafonable Soul, but only an Animal Life, is 
a Perfon, &c. Page 262.Line 18,19,20. And again, 
We may find the Reafonable and Animal Life [ubfifting a- 
part,and when they do fo,they areTwo[Perfons] and but One 
[Perfon] when United, Page the fame, at the end of 
it. And laftly, One Agent % One Perfow, Page 268. 
Li 


ine 2. 

. Anfwer, In all thefe Propofitions, {fo confidently laid 
down by this Man, there are almoft as many Abfurdi- 
ties and Falfities asthere are Words. I have already 
fhewn this of fome of them in Cap. 3. and therefore I 
fhall be the briefer in my Remarks upon them here. 

And firft for that Affertion, That the Mind us a Per- 
fon, TothisI Anfwer, That the Mind may be taken 
Two ways. 

Firft, Either for that Intellectual Power, or Faculty, 
by which the Soul underftands and Reafons. Or, | 

Secondly, For the Rational Soul it felf. 

In the former Senfe, it is but an Accident, and par- 
ticularly a Quality : In the fecond it is an Effential part 
of the whole Man; and therefore upon — 7 

1efe 
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thefe Accounts can be a Perfoz. Forneither an Acti- 


dent, nor a Part can be a Perfon; which (as fuch) muft 
be both a Swbfance, and a compleat — too. 

And fecondly, Whereas, he fays, That 2 Soul withoat 
4 vital Union to the Body is a Perfon; I tellhim, That 
the Sox! without fuch an Uzion, 1s {till an éacomplete Be- 
ing; as being originally and naturally defigned for the 
Completionand Compofittion of the whole Man, and there- 
fore for that reafon, cannot be a Perfon. | 

And then Thirdly, whereas he adds, That the Sout 
is the Perfon, becaufe it is the Superiour governing Power, 
and Conftitutes the Perfon. I anfwer, That it is the for- 
mer, and does the latter, only as it is the prime aan 
part of the whole Man; and for that very cauile is an 
sncomplete Being, (asevery part isand muft be) and 
confequently cannot be a Perfor. a 

In the next place, for an Anfwer to his faying, That 
a Beaft «4 Perfon. refer him to his own pofitive Af- 
firmation, pag. 6g. line 18. That a Perfon, and an In- 
telligent Subftance, are reciprocal Terms: And the fame 
may ferve for an Anfwer to his next Abfurdity, That 
when the Reafonable and the Animal Life Pia adh apart, 
they are Two Perfons. For the Animal Life feparate from 
the Rational, is void of all Reafon, and the very Defi- 
nition of a Perfon is, That it 1s Suppofttum Rationale, aut 
Intelligens. | a 

In the laft place, By his faying, That One Agent is 
One Perfon, (which, Tam fure, he affirms univerfally 
of every fingle Agent ) he makes every Living Creature 
under Heaven, a et et For every fuch Creature is 
endued witha Principle of Lifeand Aétion, and accord- 
ingly acts by it, and by fo acting, is properly an Agent : 
From all which it follows, That this Author (as great 
as his Retinue may be) has many more Perfons in his 

Te Family 
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Family, than he is aware of; there being not fo much 
asa Rat or a Moufe within the Walls of his Deazry, 
but, according tothis Affertion of his, is as truly and 
properly a Perfoz as himfelf. So that although 4 fel- 
dom (ashe fays) makes Vifits, yet he ts fure never to 
want Company. 
PARADOX. 

~Heaflerts, That every Man has two diftinit Reafons, 
and two diftintt Wilks, and thofe as diftinit as if he had 
two Souls, Page 267. Line 7, 8, 9. 

Aafwer. This Ailertion, and the Abfurdity of it are 
perfectly his own. For certainly Two Reafoms and 
‘Two Wills, and thofeas diftin@ in each Man, as if he 
had Two ds (tinct Souls, were never afferted to be in any 
One [meer] Man, by any Perfon of Senfe and Learn- 
ing before: It has indeed been difputed by Philofophers, 

hether there be Three Souls in the fame Man, viz. A Ra- 
tional, a Senfitive, and a Vegetative? And it has been 
generally concluded in the Negative, and that the Gra- 
dus Intellettivus, Senptivus, @ Vegetativus were only 
Three diftin Powers, or Faculties lodged in one and the 
fame Soul: But as for Two diftinit Reafons and Two dé- 
ftindé Wills in one Soul, none that I ever met with, 
affirmed it. And in An{wer to it, it were enough to 
overwhelm the Afferter of it with the univerfal Judg- 
ment of all Philofophers holding the contrary, vz. 
That in each individual Perfon there is only One indivi- 
dual Reafon and Will, and xo more. 

But I fhall difcourfe the Matter a little further with 
this Author ; though yet as briefly as I can. 

And firft of all, I lay down this as certainly true,T hat 
af one fingle Reafon, and one fingle Will are {ufficient to 
an Account of all the Acts, Offices, asd Operations. 

longing tothe Nature of Man, then it  Juperfluous, and 


COR] C= 


CuapTer IX, 


confequently abfurd to affert any more, But the former is 
undoubtedly true. And to fhew that itis fo, we are to 
confider what human Reafon, and the Offices of it pro- 
perly are; and fo for the human Will, and the proper 
Acts and Fun@ions of that. Now they are both of them 
Intellectual Faculties,and thereby diftinguifh’d from,and 
Superiour toall Acts of Senfation, whether External, or 
Internal, and all As of Defire and Appetition,proceed- 
ing from the fenfitive Appetite. And as they are fupe- 
riour tothem, fo it is the proper Office of Rea/ox to Ar- 
bitrate upon, Judge of, and Dire all the Apprehenfi- 
ons and Reports of the Senfes, and upon fuch a Judg- 
ment pailed upon them,to declare authoritativery What 
ought, or ought not to be done 5 and inthe like manner the 
Wil is to govern and control all the bang: petites, 


Defires, and Inclixations, by an effectual difpofal of 


eae 


them, to what fhall, or fball not be done. And this isthe 


Order and Oeconomy of all the Rational and Senfitive 
Powers and Faculties of the Soul of Man, and of the Fun- 
ctions and Operatsons rel{pectively belonging to them. 
And now I defire any oneto fhew me, what ufe there is 
ofa Second Reafon, and a Second Wik, and what are 
thofe particular, proper Ads proceeding from them, 
which are neither Intellectual, nor nie hy For if they 
are either.of thefe, all {uch Ads have been fully accoun- 
ted for, from the Iste//eétwal and — Principles al. 
ready mentioned, and therefore mutt needs be fuperflu- 
ous. Again, I would know, whether thefe Two Rea- 
fons are Subordinate, fothat one is fubjett to and govern- 
ed by the other, or Co-ordinate and Egas/,and neither of 
them fubject to, or governed by the other ? If — 
are Subordinate, the Inferiour is ufelefs, fince the Ads 
proceeding from both,being equally cts of Resfon, the 
Superiour can and may dictate all that the Inferiour can 

Tt 2 {fug- 
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- {uggeft immediately by it felf, and without the Subor- 


dinate Operation of the other ;. and what I have faid of 
an Human Reafon, will proportionably hold in an Hys- 
man Will: Butif, onthe other fide, there are Two Co- 
ordinate Reafons, and Two Co-ordinate Wills, neither of 
them fubject to, or governed by the other, then, in the 
Dire€tion and Difpofal of Mens Actions, they either fug- 
seit the very fame Directions and Commands, or fuch 
as are quite different, and fometimes perhaps contrary. 
If the very fame, then ove of the pe and exe of the 
Wills are again fuperfluous: For what need canthere be 
of two to fuggeft the very fame things? But if thefe 
two Reafons {uggeft different, or contrary DireCtions, 
and thefetwa Wills exert two different, or contrary In- 
fuences upon the Inferiour and fenfitive part, then the 
Soul muit be diftra€ted between both, and not able to. 
proceed determinately to Action; but the two. Res/ons 
mutt difpute the Matter, and. the two Wsi/s muft fight it 
out. And this will be the admirable Harmony and. 
State ot an Human Soul. | 

If it be here Obje€ted, That we fometimes find men-. 
tion in Scripture of a fenf{ual, or carnal Reafon, and of a 
fenfual Will: and that therefore two Reafons, and two 
Wsils muft be admitted in each Man. 

I Anfwer, That we read in Scripture.of the Old Man 
and the New Man,in Perfons Regexerate, and yet I can- 
not from hence infer, That two diffinct Men do, or can 
fubfift in one Perfon. And therefore as tothat Obyecti- 


on of a carnal, fenfual Will and Reafon, 


I Anfwer, That Rea/on is call’d Sex/wal,whenit directs . 
and prefcribes accarding to the Exorbitant Inclinations 
and Defires of the fenfitsve part; and the Willis called 
fo likewife,when it does not interpofe its Sway and Au- 
thority, but fuffers the fenfitive Appetites to take their 

Own: 
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own courfe without control : So that this Term Sex/uad, 
or Carnal applied either to Reafon, or Will, does not 

import, or infer another Reafoa, or another W:Z, but 

the fame Rea/on and Will under different,and fometimes 

contrary Qualifications, and otherwife ating and beha- 

ving themfelves, than, according to their natural Pre- 

rogative and Office in the Soul, they ought to do. It 

is indeed a divifion Subjecti in Acctaentia. And this is 

all that can be drawn trom thence. 

In fine, I think a ftranger and a fillier Paradox could 
not well be advanced ; and it is great pity but the Az- 
thor of it fhould be Known by this Glorious Charaéfer, 
That this is that great Philofopher and Divine, who af- 
firms and holds, That there are Three diftinct Infinite 
Minds in One God: AndTwo diftin Reafons, and Two 
diftintt Wills in one and the fame Man. * And long may 
he live to have the Fame of fuch Affertions ringing in. 
both his Ears; and when he is dead, I-doubt not but. 
he will be remembred by them, though they be never 
writ upon his Tomb: For certainly he who affirms. 
Two Reafoas inthe fame Man, hardly. Difcourfes at the. 
rate of Ove. : 

PAR AD OX. 

He Afferts, That the Body moves at the Command of the 
Will, and is fo-far. con{cious to tts Commands, Pag. 269. 
Lin. 18, 19. 

In pa to which,I affirm it.to be abfolutely falfe, 
and extremely abfurd, tofay, That the Body és at all con- 
{cious to the Commands of the Wili.Foraf{much asConfcs-_ 
oufneff is an act of Intellection, and fo mutt iflue from an 
Intellective.Faculty, which the.Body is not endued with, 
and therefore cannot act by ; and withal, every ac? of 
the Will is only an Intelligible, and not a fenfible Object ; 
and confequently cannot be otherwife apprehended and 
perceived than smtellectually. Andas for the Commands 
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of it; a Command operates and moves only by way of 
moral Caxfation, viz.by being firft known by theT hing, 
or Agent which it is directed to, which thereupon by 
fuch a Knowledge of it, is induced to move, or Act ac- 
cordingly. Butnow, the W2// does not thus Act upon 
the Body,the Body having noPrinciple whereby to know, 
or under{tand what it Commands.And therefore, when 
we fay, That the Wil Commands the Body, in ftrittnefs 
of Truth, it is only a Metaphorical Expreffion. For 
the Will, or Soul exerting an Act of Volition,moves the 
Body, not by Command, but by Phyfical Impalfe : That 
is to fay, It does by its xative Force, Energy, and Acti- 
vity, firft move and impell the Spérzts, and by the in- 
{trumental Mediation of them fo moved and impelled, 
it moves and impells the Body; and this, by as real an” 


Impulfe, as when I putfh, or thruft a thing with my 


hand. For though indeed a material Thing cannot aG- 
ively, or efficiently move, or work upon an Jmmate- 
rial, yet Philofophers grant that an Immaterial (as being 


of the nobler and more active Nature ) can move, im- 


pell, or work upon a Material; and if we cannot form 

in our Minds an Idea of the Mechanifm of this Motion, 

it is becaufe neither can we form inour Minds an Idea 

of a Spirit : But neverthelefs Reafon and Difcourfe 

will Evince, That the Thing muft be fo. 
PARADOX. 

He tells us, That the Human Nature of Chriftmay be 
Ignorant of fome things, notwithftanding its perfonal 
Union to the Divine Word; becanfe it is an Inferiqur and 
Subyeét Mature, Page 270. Line 12, 13, 14. 

Anfwer. Thefe Words alfo are both abfurd and 
falfe. And 
_ Firft, They are Abfurd, becaufe no Rules of Speak- 
ing, or Arguing, permit us to fay of any Thing, or 
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Perfon, That it may be fo, or fo; when neceffarily it is, 
and mu{t be fo. For the Term [vay] imports an In- 
difference, or at leaft, a poffoslity to both fides of the 
Contradiction: So that when a Man fays, That a 
Thing [may be thus, or thus] he does by confequence 
fay allo, [That it may not be thus, or thus.) And there- 
fore to fay, That the Human Nature of Chrift, notwith- 
franding its perfonal Union to the Word, may be igno- 
rant of fome Things, when it cannot but be ignorant of 
ome; nay, of very many Things, 1s Abfurd. 

And in the next place alfo, To make the Subjection of 
the Human Nature to the Divine, the proper Canfe of this 
Ignorance is falfe, and the Affignation of anon caufa pro 
causd: It beingall one, asif 1 fhould wh That [uch an 
one cannot be agood Difputant, becaufe he has a blemifh in 
his Eye. For itis not this Swbjection of it to the Divine 
Nature, that makes it ignorant of many Things known 
by that Nature; but the vaft difparity that is between 
thefe Two Natures, viz. That one of them is Izfizite, 
the other Fizite,which makes it impoffible for the Izf-. 
ntte to communicate its whole Kyowledge to the Finrte. 
Forafmuch as fucha Kyowledge exceeds its Capacity,and 
cannot be received into it, fo asto exift, or abide in it, 
any more than Ommipotence, or Omniprefence, or any 
other Infinite Divine Perfection can be lodged in a Fi- . 
nite Being. | 

And befides this, this very Author, in theimmediate- - 
ly foregoing Page, had not only allowed but affirmed, 
That the Body (which certainly is both united to the. 
Soal, and of a Nature Subject and Inferiour to it ) was 
yet confcious to the Dictates and Commands of the Sout, 
Wherefore where Two Natures are united, the bare Sub= 
jection of one to the other, is not the proper Caufe, that’ 
the Natwre which is Subject, is ignorant of what is 

known . 
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known by the Natare which it is fubject to. For if 
Subjection were the fole and proper Caufe of this Igno- 
rance, the Infertour Nature would be equally ignorant 
of every Thing known by the Sspersour ; which yet,ac- 
cording to this Man’s own Dottrine of the Confciou/neff 
of the Body to the Sonl, is not fo. This Confideration 
I alledge only as an Argument ad hominem, having al- 
ready, by the former Argument, fufficiently proved 
the falfenefs of his Affertion. 

But I fhall detain my Reader no longer upon this Sub- 
jeQ@; though I muftatifure him, that I have given him - 
but a Modicum, and (as it were) an handful or two out 
of that full heap which I had before me; and from 
which I had a€tually calle€ted feveral more Particulars, 
whichI have not here prefented him with, being un- 
willing to {well my Work to too great a Bulk. Ne- 
verthelefs I look upon this Head of Difcourfe,as fo very 
ufeful to place this Asthor ina true Light,that if I might 
be fo bold with my Reader, I could with, that he would 
vouchfafe this Chapter (of all the reft) a fecond Peru- 
{al; upon which I dare undertake, that it will leave in 
him fuch Impreffions concerning this Man’s fitnefs to 
Write about the Trisity, as will not wear out of his 
Mind in hafte. And yet after all this, I will not pre- 
fume to derogate from this Asthor’s Abilities,how info- 
lently foever he has trampled upon other Mens; but 
content my felf, that I have fairly laid that before the 
Reader, by which he may take a juft, and true meafure 
ofthem. And fo I fhall conclude this Chapter with an 
Obfervation, which I have, upon feveral occafions,had 
caufe to make, viz. That Divinity and Philofophy are 
certainly the worft Things in the World, for any One tobe 
Magifterial ia, who does not under ftand them, 
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CHAP. X. 


In which the Author's Grammatical, (and fuch 
like) Miftakes, as they are found bere, and 
there in bis Writings, are fet down, and re- 
marked upon. 


Ould this Author have carried himfelf with any or 
dinary degree of Candor and Civility towards 
t 


hofe, whom he wrote againft, he had never had the. 


leaft Trouble given him by me upon this Head of Dif- 
courfe. But when I find him treating Learned Men 
with fo much Difdain and Infolence, and much liker “a 
rough, ill-bred Schoo/-Mafter domineering over his Boys, 
than a fair —. entring the Lifts with an Ingenuous 
Antagonift, I muft confefs, I cannot think my felf obli- 
ged to treat him upon fuch Terms, as I would an Ad- 


329 


verfary of a contrary Temper and Behaviour. One Man 


(and a very Learned one too) he flirts at, as if he could 


not diftinguifh between Conjunctive and Disjunétive Par- 
ticles ; Vindication of his Cafe of Allegiance, pag. 76. the 
Two laft Lines. Another he Scoffs, or rather Spits at, 
as neither underftanding Greek nor Latinee Vindic. Trin. 
Pag. 95. Line 25. and thereby, I fuppofe, would bear 
himfelfto the World as no {mall Critick in both. As 
for the Socinians (of which number this latter is) I do 
from my Heart Condemn their Opinions, as falfe, and 
deftructive, not only of the Chri/tian, but (in feveral 

, Uu Inftances) 
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Inftanccs) even of Natural Theology and Religion it felf. 
Neverthelefs I do not find, that thefe Men ufé to be re-. 
roached for waat of Greek, or Latine, or for any Nota- 
Bie Defect of Parts, either Natural, or Acquired, Fay- 
fees Socinus was a Perfon undoub::d! v cf great Wit and 
Strength of Mind; and of Coip:tent, though not very 
deep Learning ; bur Ins Uncle Ledses Socizns before 
hin, and Crus whe ved forme time afeer him, were. 
» Perfons very well ttocked with bor; and fo have been 
many more (decd too many) befides thefo. And 
where cae Cate ands thus, I think, whatthe Poe: {aid 
of Protizvand [otezrity, may very wellbe faid of Learz- 
deg allio, Viz. Gnat itis Coremendable even ia an Enerzy, 
how much foever we may blame him for the ill ule of it, 
Sucthis Autior {pares neither Fisend_nor Koe,but comes 
like a Jind of Ifurricano upon his Adverfary, not vouch= 
fafinz him fo much as ore grain of Allowance, wherc- 
foever he finds (or rather thinks he finds) him Trip-. 
ping. And therefore, let him not, of ait Mien, com- 
plain that he is hardly dealt with, if wich tue faine mca 
fure, with which he has hither-o izcead to others, it be imea- 
furea to him again. 

Accordingly, I fhall in this Chapter proceed, to exa-. 
mine his Griszeweatical, Vozabular Miltakes. And that 
may dothis jaitly, and without the Icaft fhadew cf un- 
fair dealing, Twill firlt fec down the Table he Gives US 
of the Tyoceragheal iyrata, ia the firtt Edition of his 
Book; that fowe may diftinguifh, what ought to be 
laid at the Priuta?s Door, and what at the denjor?s. 


Tie : 
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The Table of Exvata prefixed to the Firft Edition of the 
Vindication of the Blefled Trinity, cc. as as fol- 


- Lows. 


Age 50. Line 2. read weesywpnos, P. 51. L. 15. for 

Corinthus vead Cerinthus. P.93.L.26. for fs read is. 
P.95. L. 32. for bis read Tres. P. 96. L.2. for Perfons 
read Potus, and L. 30. for the read Three. P. 105. 
Line 5. for whence read when, P. 155. Line 33. fortoread — 
too. P. 203.L. 15. for we read He. P. 214. L. 2g. for 
Convict read Convine’t. P. 227. L. 10. for World read 


Word. P. 238. L. 18. dele ##, P. 249. L. 18. read Chal- - 
lenged. 


This isa true and exaét Tranfcript of the Table of the 
Errata prefixed to that Book, (Whether the faid Table 
be True, or no) concerning which, I cannot but ob- 
ferve, That moft of thefe Errata are much more eafily 
Corrigible by an Ordinary Reader {without any Admo- 
nition) than thofe that Ef fhall mettiot, ard remark up- 
on. And I fhall add further, That, had he but faid 
(That thefe and the like Errata the Reader ts defired to Cor- 
rectets he {ball meet with them] he fhould have heard of 
' none of them from mie; though I arn pretty well fatis- 
fied, and fo will any fudrcious Reader be too, that as 
none of them in any probability are, fo fome of thcm 
(asthey itand here placed in this Book) neither are, nor 
‘could be any one’s but hisown. But fince he has laid in 
no fuch Sa/vo, and this ftands asa full Account of the 
Erraia; and not only {6, but fince in the Second Edition 
fome Faults not mentioned in this Table, are Corrcct- 
ed, while otfers remain the fame, or as bad, as inthe 
Firft Edition, there is all the Reafon in the World, that 
see Uu 2 the 
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the Author fhould be —— with that, from which he 
himfelf has thus difcharged the Printer. And befides, 
in the Second Edition of his Book, the Reader is defired 


~ totake Notice, that there isno Table of Errata at all; 


A Lerter 


to Anony- 


by which we may juftly conclude, That he reckoned it 
fo Correc#, as to need no further Correction. So that 
what I findthere, I judge my felf, to have all the right 
that can be, to Account with him:for. 4 

And the rather, for that Ten Years ago he publickly 


, declared in Print, That he was refolved in what he {bould 


publifo for the future, to Correct the Prefs bimfelf; though, 
on my Confcience, it was one of the unfitteft Employ- 
ments (next to the Writing of Vindications ) that he could 
take to; as, I doubt not, but this Chapter will pretty 
well fhew. i 

Now the Words, which I intend to Remark upon, 
fhall be of thefe Two forts. 

e irft, Such as may be confidered fingly in themfelves. 
An | | 


Secondly, Such as muft be confidered in Conjunétion 
with other Words, in Sentences and Forms of Speak- 


ing. 

OF the firft fort the Reader may pleafe to take notice 
of thefe that follow. ° 
Asin Page 16. Line 23. I find an extraordinary word 
called sxxopesouos@.: ‘The meaning of which I would 
gladly know: ForIcan no more find it inany Lexicon, 
than Ican in the Table of the Errata: And yet certainly 
it muft be fome excellent Word, as having ftood its 

ound in both Editions of his Book. I confefs I have 

een apt to think it ftands for exwopevener@.; but why 

it Should do fo, the Author (who, no doubt, is 4 Gre- 

cian in his Heart) may poflibly give usa good Reafon ; 

but I, for my part, cannot. : 
Suc 
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Such another Word we have cloathed indeed in Greek 
Characters, but, by no means, of Greek Extraction ; 
and that is anclovopsg-or, Pag. 115. Line x 1. I have 
read, I contefs, ot sxalovomacoy, gnilying snn0minan 
bile, or quod nominart non potest ; andI donot deny but 
that I find axalwropagor alfo; and that not only inthe 
. place here cited out of Greg. Nyffen, but twice alfo in 
St. Bafi’s Hexaemeron (from whence I quoted it fo 
written,Ch.7.p.192.) But I very much queftion, Whether 
the Word be fo wrote in other and Ancienter Copies of 
. thofe Father’s Works; and that for thefe Two Reafons.. 

Firft, Becaufe it muft be derived fromthe Preterperfeét 
Tenfe ovowaqes; and if fo, then according to the Rule 
Of Grammar in {uch Verbal Derivatives, the Augment 
muft be thrown away,and the Original Letter retained ; 
aS in Syspois ab Hyepoau, omeAtcuos ab wudrcuc, and 
confequently cvopag@. 4b eysnaca: And that Ovo pec: 
¢@- with an Omicron is the Regular and proper Word, 
appears from thofe Cognate Words fo common amon ft 
the Grammar ians, ovoneginn oe Ovomac*ixoy. Neverthe- 
lefs if wrvopaceG. be admitted, it muft be by the Artick 
Diakéé ; which very often (efpecially in Compounds) 
puts an w forano; asin avenarG. and avavun@., and 
{everal other like Words. 

But my Second Reafon, why I think the Ancienter 
Editions of St. Bafi/ have it axaloyoneq@. with an Omi- 
cron, 1s, becaufel find thofe Lextcographers who write it 
fo, quote this Word out of that very place of St. Bafi?’s 
Hlexaemeron, where now it ftands wrote axalavonacop ; 
which furely proves that they found it not there {0 
wrote then, when they quoted it from thence. But ad~ 
mitting that it may be fo wrote, viz.with an was Well as 
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with an 0, yet what does, or can this make for our Au- TH". 


Conftantine. 


thor’s new-coined @ xalavapiseov? For till there can be. siephanus. 


found. 
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found fuch Greck Words as dvopeiCoo and cron iCoues to 
derive it from. (which none ever ex met wich, nor ever 
will) invain fhall we fcek for dxahopopigeoy any where 
but inthis Author. | hg pen 7 

Inthe next place. to pafs from Greek Words to La- 
tine, or fuch at leaft asare Latiatzed, I would gladly 
know, who thole dati-Nicexe Fathers were, who are 
mentioned by him, Pag. 24. Lia.5. © And wherhe: they 
were Arians, or Novatians; who CasTtake it > were 
the great Oppofers of the Nicene Council, Put that, I 
find, cannot be, fince our Author tells us, Téat r40 Pers 
fons, [poken of by him, were of the fame Faith with tre Ni 
cene Fathers. So that-upon that Account, 1 fculd 
think, ‘it ought to be the date-Nicene Fathers. And if 
fo, I think the Author would do well to take nutice, 
that there isa great difcrence between Anti-Nicene and 
Ante-Nicene, between fuch as lived before the Council, 
and fuch as were ag.ixz/ft it. And the more particular 
and exaét notice ought he to take of it here, fince, (tho” 
the difference be only inan Jorajlre yet knows what a Di- 
flurbance this little Letter made in the Heomooufian and 
Hozoioufian Coutvoverfie, even fo great as to occafion 
the Convening of this Famous Couxcit, Neverthielefs, 
that this word Azti-Niccue pafled for good and current 
with this Author, is evident from hence, that it 1s (as 
well as {ome others) tree of both Editions of this extra- 
ordinary Book. 

Again in Page 105. Line 8. we are told of the Favour- 
ites of f{ome Opinions. As to which, I had thonght, that 
Men ufe to favour and countenance Opinions, and notto 
be countenanced and favoured by them. And yet the 
Word Favourite fignifies palfively, and fo muft be taken 
for one who receives favour, and not adtively for one who 
fbews it. Andtherefore if to reprefent any one as the 

Favourite 
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Favourite of an i be not good fence, F know no 
way, but by ftri cing it out, and putting Favourer in the 
room of it, to make it better. | 

In Page 106. Line 16.] read Intenjion ufed in the fame 
fence with liutention, or Purpofe; and I. mutt declare, that 
Inever found it f ufed before, 

And.in Page 108. Line 31. Lam told of the Council of 
Lateran; and wondered a good while, what Couxei/ 
it fhould be; for though I had heard. of feveral Lateran 
Councils, yet I never heard of the Council of Lateran, till 
Imet with ithere, : 

Likewife I find an Extraordinary Perfon in Page 43, 

471, named Lucifer. Carolitanus, and was thereupon 
In fome thoughts with my felf, whether there might 
have been aay place-called in former times Caroliza, or 
by fome Narne like it. Bue then out comes the Second. 
Ed‘tion and alters it into Caralitanuss which Cin my. 
peor Opinion) Icoks very fufpicioufly, as if fome Body 
hada mind to Correet it, but Jenew not hew. Ags for: 
Lucifir Calaritanus fo called from Calas, now Casliars,. 
the Metropolis of Sardinta, Thave heard much of him ; 
but I will fuppofe cur Author ha fcme Rody elfe in his 
Five. And Upon this occaficn, Teannor but take notice 
CFiome other Hy sery quored By him, whem the 1 Od: 
Lems a3 much enecquainted with, as with this Cavavtae | 
#445 tor intlance Ss. fears int his 473, Pers, atthe: 
latter ond. And divapnius in his euience oF Dr. Ses7. 
Meriler, Paz, 16 5s Livea2, And A seas I his K zope 


haa Chri?, Pare 248. Now Se. cry indeed, a 


famous Bather of the Church, and lthon of Porcticrs, 
ANd A eefocy ene Archbivhon of Oy cans, Exainent jor his. 


Ica tned Works, ard Newews who Wrote 2 Paraphralé 


UpGe St. Yohn's Gofpel, in Greeg Verle, are every one of 


~~ 


them known and ccicbrared by all, Bee as for St, Fujfs- 
Caryy, 
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lary, Altafpinus and Nonnas, I never heard of them till 
this Author was pleafed to blefs the World with thefe 
New Names. 

_ As for Erronious inftead of Erroneous, and ayasecoys 
inftead of «yiwouen, they are {mall things, and ought to 
make no difference amongft Friends, though I have 
known many a poor School-boy forced to Water his Plants 
fora lefs Miftake. 

But there isa Word of fingular note, which I have 
met with at leaft fix or feven times in this Book, and 
four times in one Page, viz. 227. and it is Profopopes, 
which alfo, as well as its Companions has given the Ca- 
talogue of Errate the flip, and fo, weathered it out in 
Two Editions: But what to make of it, I cannot tell. 
There is indeed a certain Figure in Rhetorick, called Pro- 
fopopeia, which I know wellenough, but i I 
am wholly a Stranger to: And furely this Author could 
not mean the Figure repewroraie ; forafmuch as the 

~ ftri&t Literal fignification of that is fid#io Perfone, And 
I cannot imagine how this Author fhould miftake about 
this Word (of allothers) having had fo Excellent an 
Hand at the Thing fignified by it; as having, I dare fay, 
made more Perfons than ever God thought fit to furnifh 
the World with. 

And to fhew the Reader that our Author’s ftore ex- 
tends much further than one Book, I will prefenc him 
with fome more of the like Rarities out of fome of his 
other Pieces. ps 

As firft in Page 65. of his Anfwer tothe Prote/tant 
Recoxciler, he makes mention of Exorcifme, Chryfom, 
Unttion, Dipping, Trine Immerfion, &c. as rejected by 
the Church of England. And here I was extremely at a 
lofs to leatn what Chryfom was ; and after all my fearch, 
no Lexicon could inform me, till at laft I hit upon a cer- 

tain 
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tain little Lexscov, called, The Bil of Mortality, and 
there I found a Word very near it, as differing from it 
but by one Letter, which was Chrifom, fignifying a 
Child that dies prefently after itis born: But then con- 
fidering again, that the Cherch of Exeland did not declare 
her felf to reject fuch, I was as much at a lofs as ever ; 
till at length fetting my Guefling Faculty on work, 1 
concluded, that amaaly it fhould be Chrifme, which ts 
a Greek Word for Undtion, as Immerfion is a Latuze one 
for Dipping. Andthisour Author fhould have takcu 
notice of, tor though he quotes it out of the Recoxecler, 
yet fice he neither re€tifies it, nor reflects upon hima for 
it, we may very reafonably fuppofe, that he took it for 
sood Payment ; and really thought, that it ougit to be 
Chryfom as he foundit. Otherwile he who had been fo 
quick and fharp upon him at other turns, would, no 
doubt, have took him upon fuch.an advantage, and 
well-favouredly expofed him for fo foul a Blunder. 
Burtogoon, In Paze z0g. Line 13. of the fame 
Book, I find mention of the Quadrig:/imal Faf?. And 
this put me as much to a ftand, as the other, to imagine 
what kind of Faff this should be. For the neareft and 
likeft Word I could derive it from, was Quadriga, figni- 
fying a Coach, Cart, or Wacgon. And accordingly as 
the “fews had their Fea? of Weeks, and of Taberzacles, 
fo I did not know, but the Papifts, or fome Chriftians 
like them, might have fome Faft, called, The Fast of 
Coaches, or Waggons; and might poflibly give it that 
Name from its being carried on with the Difciplinc of 
the Whip andthe Lajh, as Coaches and Wagons uled to 
be. This Conjecture, I fay, Imade with my felf. For 
J concluded, that this Author could not mean it of the 
Leaten-Faft ; forthat ts called Quadragefima, or Fejuninm 
Ruaaragefimale, and vlues from the Numeral Quadragin= 


X X tty 
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ta, and fo is quite another Thing from this Quadrigefi- 
mal-Faft ; which I cannot find inall the Rubrick of our 
Church ; though perhaps when thofe Excellent Perfons 
{fpoken of, Apology, P. 5. Line 20. have finifhed their In- 
tended Alterations of our Rabrick, we {hall find it there 
foo. 

In the next place, let us pafs to fuch of his Words as. 
{ftand conjoyned with others in Sentences, or Forms of 
Speaking. And here let us firft of all confider his abfurd 
ufe of that form of Expreffion [a I may fo [peak] which | 

_ he has at leaft Twenty times in this one Book : Now the 
proper ufe of thefe Words, is to befpeak excufe for that 
which they are joyned to, as for fomething that is /egen- 
dum cum venia, and containing in it a kind of Catachrefis, 
or at leaft fome Inequality, fome Defect or other in the 
Expreffion, with Reference to the Thing defigned tobe . 
expreffed by it. Andthis, Iam fure, is all the true and 
proper Reafon affignable for the ufe of thefe Words [a 
1 may fo fpeak.} But this Author applies and ufes them, 
even when he pretends to give the — and moft 
Literal Account and Explication of Things, and fuch - 
anone, as isnot only better than all others, but even 
exclufive of them alfo, as the ov/y True Account that can 
be givenof them. As for inftance, where he affirms 
Self-Confcioufnefs to be the True and only Formal Reafon 
of Perfonality, and Mutual-Confcioufnefs to be the fame 
of the Uxity of the Divine Nature in the Three Perfons, 
he ufhers it in withthofe Words [as I may fo [peak] > 
56. Line 6, 7, 8, &c. Which (according to what he holds 
about thefe Two Terms) is all one, as if I fhould fay, 
God is an Infinite, Eternal, Almighty Being (4 I may 
fo fpeak) and God is the Creator and Governour of the 
World (as I may fo fpeak) and Manisa Rational Crea- 
ture, having Two Eyes, Two Arms, and Two Legs; 
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I may fo fpeak) all which is egregioufly Abfurd and Ri- 
diculous. And themore fo; for that this very Author 
reproaches one of his Adverfaries (whether Owex, Bax- 
ter, Lobb, or the Reconciler, Icannot at prefent remem- 
ber, but the Thing I perfectly do) for ufing the like 
Expreffion [as I may fo fay,] with great {coff and fcorn, 
telling him thereupon, That certainly no Man had ever 
more need of (fo fays) than he had. Now for my own 
part, Ithink this Authors [fo peaks] are every whit as 
bad and contemptible as his Adverfary’s [/o /ays] unlefs 
he can perf{wade the World, That a Man may /peak an. 

Abfurd thing much more excufably than he can fay it. 
_ Tothis we may add fome more fuch Abfurd Expref 
fions.- As for nance, that in P. 55. Lize 26. where he 
fays, That the Three Divine Perfons are fo United to each 
other, as every Man is to himself In which Words, be- 
_ fides the falfenefs of the Propofition ; it being impoflible 
for the Three Divine Perfons to be {0 United to each o- 
ther, as tobe but Ove Perfoz, which yet every Man is, 
We ought to note alfo the Abfurdity of the Expreffion. 
For all Uston, or Unition, is Effentially between two. 
things at leaft ; fothat unlefs the Maz be One thing, and 
himfelf another, He cannot be faid to be United to Him- 
self. Hemay, perhaps, be properly enough faid to be 
Oxe with Himfelf; but to fay, That he is United to him- 
Jeif, is unpardonable Nonfence. Again, in Page 85. 
Line 8. Hetellsus, That the Infinite Wifdom which is in 
the Father, Son, and Hol a is [Identically the fame] 
which is as muchas to fay, That a Man ts Wifely Wife, 
Honeftly Honeft, Learnedly Learned, and the like: Bor 
though I know what it is to be perfectly, or abfolutely the 
fame; yet to affirm any Thing, or Perfon to be Identi- 
cally the = is an Idle, and a Naufeous Tautology. 
Likewife in Page 182..Line 19. He tellsus, That God 
X X 2 ——— gatercedes 
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iaterccdes with no Body but himfelf. Concerning which 
Form of Speaking, I muft obferve, That when the 
Term [Bur] isufed as a Particle of Execption, it im- 

 plysthe Thing, or Perfon excepted from others, to be 
of the fame kind, or, at leaft, condzi‘on with the reft, 
froin which it was excepted. And therefore, unlefs 
God were a Boay, it can with no Congruity of Speech be 
faid, That God trtercedes with no Body but himfelf. So that 
this alfo muft pafs for another Blunder. With the lie 
Abfurdity he tells us in Page 124. Line 15. Where there 
are Two diftinct and divided Operations, if any of them can 
act alone without the other, there muft be Two divided Nae 
tures. Now it isa Maxime in Philofophy, and that fuch 
an one, as, Ithink, ought to take place in Grammar too, 
That Actionis non datar Adtio, And accordingly if the 
Reafon of Things ought to be the Rule of Words, then to 
fay, That a2 Operation Aéts, or Operates, is extremely 
Sencelefs and Ridiculous. 

But to proceed, he has a way of promifcuoufly ap- 
plying fuch Words to Things as are properly applicable 
to Perfows only, fuchasare [who] and [whofe.] As for 
inftance, he tells us of the Being of a Thing [irhofe] 
Nature we cannot conceive, Page 6. Live 11. And in 
the fame Pace, Line 23. We may know (lays he) that 
there are a great many things [whofe] Nature and Proper- 
ties we cznnot conceive. Andin Page 7. Line 18. It is fo 
far from betve a wonder to meet with any Thing [whofe Na- 
tere] we do not uncerfland, &e. Put is this Sence, or 
Grammar ? Or does any Man fay, Reach me that Book, 
[who Jes there] or tat Chair [who ftands there ?] No, 
certainly, none who underftands what proper fpeaking 
is, would exprefs himfelf fo. And moreover (to fhew 
that he can {peak of Perfows ina Dialect belonging only 
to. bare Things, as well as he did of bare Things in words, 
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proper only to Perfozs) hetclls us of a Son produced cut 
of the Subjtance of [its Parent] inftead of Ais Parezt, 
Page 257. Live 19. whichis a way of {peaking every 
whit as improper and abfurd as the other. In the next 
place he has acuftom of joyning a Verb of the Sizgusir 
Nambcr witha Noun of the Plural, and fo wice versa. 
As there is Three Geos, inftead of, there ave Three Gods, 
Page2. Lineg. Andshe Nature of most things [are] v- 
ry dark and cbfcare, iwittead of [es fo] Page6. Lixe 20. 
which alfo is fo Ungrammatical that it would not be en- 
dured in a School-Boy ; it being as arrant a Solecifm in 
Exnglifb, as Homines currit, or Socraies difputant would be 
in Latine. Likewifehe often ufes the Particle [¢en} 
inftead of [than] as, The Scripture teaches more [then] 
Natural Reafon does. Pag. 148. Line 19. Anda more 
Glorious Authority [then] he exercifes himfelf, Page 173. 
Line 28. This, I fay, is familiar with him, but withal 
“exceedingly Abfurd, Improper, and not Exeli(b. For 
[thex] isa Noteof Time, but [thaz] isa Note of Com- 
parifon, importing a greatcr or Icfler degree of that 
‘Thing wherein the Comparifon is made; and is com- 
monly joyned with the Words fooner, or rather, but al- 
ways with fome word or other, denoting the Compara- 
tive Degree of a Thing. As, fuch anone has more or lefs 
Strength, or Wifdom [than] another, And I will Die 
fooner, or rather [than] I willdo fuch a Thing, or the 
like. Butno.Man who Speaks, or Writes true Eizeli/b, 
will ufe thefe two words indifferently. But I muft not 
omit that Notable Paffage, Pace 119. Line 25. where he 
tells us, That there is pare quocws unre crepyeias rive 
Siapoesy.cy@Qearum. Thele are the very words, and as 
they ftand (though in conjunction with Two or ‘lhree 
Exglifb Words tocomplete the Sentence) do inmy Opi- 
nion, carry much of the Air of a Solecifm upon aca 
O 
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fo that according to the Conftruétion of them here, if it 
had been for my Life, inftead of faying, There is iva 
Siapoesvs I would have faid, There ts cis dtagoeg, and 
{o have joyned true Greek and Engli{b together. | 
But there is an extraordinary Paflage in his Book of 
Judgment, Chap. 2. Sect. 1. p. 164. of the laft Edition, 
(which fhould be the moft corre€) and I was doubting, 
whether I {hould charge it upon his Ignorance, or his. 
Infolence ; but both of them play their Parts very re- 
markably init. For firft he makes a moft falfe, illite-- 
rate, and abfurd Tranflation of a Verfe, or rather part 
of a Verfe in the New Teftament, and then reproaches 
the received Tranflation, as wrong, and very faulty, 
for rendring it otherwife. The place is in 2 Pet. c.2. v.4. 
Do Ses ayyérwy ux epeoal arrd caesis Copy rapla- 
pucas rapid wnxer as xezorw télupnwous. In which he con- 
fiders only the words caegis Coe raplapwoes, dividing 
them from the reft of the Sentence, viz. wapsdwxev ats 
-  xesorr celnpnuéves, and by that means fromthe Veré in 
this /atter part of it, which fhould govern the Noxa in 
the former ; thereby making caesis to be governed not 
by wapiSwxey (as it ought to be) but moft falfely and 
Ungrammatically by raglepacas, and fo he renders ge- 
exis Cope raplapwoas, cAjling them, VIZ. the Apoftate 
Angels, down into Chains of darknefs. And this interpre- 
tation he builds partly upon the pretended Reafon of the 
Thing here difcourfed of, and partly upon the fignifica- 
tion of the word raglapéy, but upon both of them very 
-abfurdly. From the Reafon of the —— he argues, 
that if raplapaeas fhould fignifie the Apoftate Angels 
being caft down into Hell, how could they be faid upon — 
Sentence paffed upon them at the laft Judgment, to be 
then caft into Hell, if they were there before? To 
which the Anfwer is very eafie and obvious, That im- 
mediately 
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mediate'y upon their fin they were caft down into, and 
kept in thofe lower Regions called raplap@., or Fill lo- 
cally, but not caft into Hell-Torments, till the laft Judg- 
ment has paffed upon them; fo that with full accord 
both to Scripture and Reafon we are to diftinzuifh the 
place of Hell, where they now are, from the ‘fua:cial pe- 
wal Torments of Hill, which they fhall be adjudged to, 
and endure in that place hereafter ; as we diftinguifh 
the Prifon wherein Malefactors are kept,from the execu- 
tion which they are there kept for : As indeed this Text 
with great fignificance alludes to both: So that his Ar- 
gument from hence falls to nothing. His other Reafon 
is from the fignification of the word taplepéy, which he 
affirms to fignifie only to cas# down, But onthe contrary, 
I mutt here tell him firft, That raplepsy does not ia 
import the Act of cafting down, but (being derived 
from taplap@.) fignifies alfothe Term ad quem, or the 
Place, into which this cafting down is. And I refer 
him to all the Greek Lexicographers (not one of them 
excepted) whether they do not render repleegw by ix 
Lartarum detrudo, dejicto, ov precipito ; and if fo, how 
can aeegis poflibly here agree with raplapacas; for if 
raplap@. be the Term ad quem of the At, how can ca- 
exits be fo too; fince one fingle A& can have but one Ul- 
timate Term ad quem? And even this Man himfelf does 
not allow raplap@. and caesis to be one and the fame 
thing. And befides this, I muft tell him further, That 
if caegis imported the Term, Thing, or Place, into 
which God caft down the Apoftate Angels, it ought not 
to have been caggis taplagwoas, but es caegs; foraf- 
much as the motion of cafting down, importing a Local’ 
defcent to fomething, the Dative Cafe cannot in true. 
Grammar anfwer it. 


And. 
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Aud therefore the old Latize Verfion males caegts 
to import, not the Ter to which, but the Inftruments 
or means by which thefe Angels were thus brought 
down, rendring the Text thus, Redentibus Inferni de- 
trattos in Tartarum tradia:t, &c. which, as it is not 
trictly a Tranflation, but an arbitrary Paraphrafe, fo it 
isa very forced and unnatural one too; as importingynct 
acafting but a drawing down thefe Angels into Fill, In 
which cafe, who muft be the Perfon drawing them ? 
For fince God (to whom raplepwoes does and muit here 
agree) ought to be confidcred by us as in the Higheft 
Hfeaven, how can this drawing down be applyed to him, 
which, in the Nature of it, fuppofes the Perfon drawizg 
to bein that lower place, to which he 1s drawing others ? 
For all Tyac¢zea is a motion of the Agent forcibly bring- 
ing fomcething to himfelf, but Trafiox a motion by which 
he removes or forces fomething from himfelf. 

— It is clear therefore, that according to all the Rules 
of Grammatical Conftruction, and proper fpeaking, ce- 
exis cannot be governed by raglapucas ; and that, there- 
tore fomething elfe muft be fought for to govern it, 
which can be nothing befides wapidwxev, And then 
the whole Sentence will be properly and plainty trantla- 
ted thus. Taplapwoas [God] having cat or thruft them 
[viz. the Apoftute dngels] down tito Hell (or the Lover 
Regious| wapeSaner caexis Coe, delivered, or put ther. in- 
10 Chains of darknefs, relapnpSwus es xerowv, kept, or refer 
ved to [or for] fudgment. And this is fence and pro- 
pricty of Speech, agreeable both to the Natural Signif- 
cation, and the Grammatical Syntax of the Words. But 
the Tranflation fo impertoufly and ignorantly given by 
this Man (in correction of that of the Church) is agree- 
ble to neither. For it both divides one. part of the Sen- 
tence from the other, from which it mult not be divid- 
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ed, andthen makes ceegis to be governed by raplape- 
gas, which cannot govern it, and quite cutting it off 
from waplSwxer, Whichalonecan, = 
_ And now, ought it notto be matter of Amazement 
to all Men of Senfe and Sobriety, to feea Puny, who is 
not able to mafter three words of Greek, prefume to con- 
troul fuch great Mafters of that Language, as the Tran- 
flators of the New Teftament into Exg/:{b undoubtedly 
were ? Nay, and thereby to refle&t upon the Church 
her felf, which has received and owned this Tranflati- 
on, and to whofe Judgment and Authority (if he be fo 
nearly related to her, ashe pretends) he ows fo great 
and filial a Deference ? Let him rather inftead of corre- 
ing the Exgii/b Tranflation (a Work which he was 
never born for) thank God, and the Tranflators for it ; 
there being few Men living more beholden to it than 
himfelf. And therefore leaving his forlorn Criticifme 
(as new every whit as his Divinity): to fhift for it felf ; 
I, for my part, like my Exg/ifb Bible, for his. diflike of 
any part of it, better. than before. For I can by no 
means fee any force or confequence in this Argument, 
viz. That becaufe this Author is much better at quoting 
a Greek Sentence than at coxftruing it ; therefore the Ex- 
glifo Tranflation of this Text in St. Peter is a very bad 
Tranflation : Ufay, cannot admit, or yield to this Con- 
fequence. 
And thus I have prefented the Reader with fome of 
this Author’s Ways and Forms of Expreffion, which 
Grammarians call Loguendi Genera. From allwhich, ac- 
cording to the fingular skill he has fhewn in this fort of 
Learning, it is to be hoped, that ashe has already bleft 
the World with a New Divinity and Philofophy, fo he 
will in due time oblige it with a new Grammar too. 


Yy And 
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And great need (as we fhall.prefently fee) -there 
feems to be of fuchan one. In order to which, I thai 
mention but one more of. this Author’s Pisces: And 
that is a Book, Intituled, 4 Defexce of Dr. Stilling- 
fleet, Cc. | 

In the beginning of which, there is a Table of Exrata 
prefixed, that fills almoft a whole Page ; fo that I veri 
thought, that it had fo clearly carried off the who 
Crop, as to leave no Gleanings behind. . NeverthelefS I 
fhall prefent the Reader with this {mall Spictlegiums of 
what I gathered up after it; not mentioning any one 
Word that ftands Correéted there. : 

In Page 53. therefore, and Live 10. Hetells usof a 
Counterfeit Epsthite ; but what that is, I do not know. 
I have indeed often heard of an Epithete from the Greek - 
6nvel@. and buSélov, fignifying guid appofitum aut adjes 
¢fum, and imports properly, an Adjective joyned to a 
Subftantive, and giving the Subftantive a Denomination 
accordingly. But as for this Author’s Epsrhite, it may, 
for ought appears, fignifie fomething’ to ffop Bottles. 
For as tor any other Signification (that I know of) i has 
none, 

. In the next place, Page64,65. he quotes Baxter for | 
an Expretfion sled be Bist, wiz, of fuch People as talk 

through a Window on the Weft-end of Maore-Fields ; and 
calls it Mr. Baxter’s Elegant Paraphrafes for Madmen. 
But here (befides the miftake of Paraphrafes for Parar 
phrafis, which is only one Number put for another) our 
Learned Author muft give me leave to tell him, That 
by thisPaflage, he feems not to underftand what a P2- 
raphrajismeans. For a Parapbrafis, or Paraphrafe (to. 
put it into Ezgli/b for his fake)fignifies properly a Tran- 
flation of fome Writing, with Additions and Enlarge- 
ments to Iluftrate and Explain the fence of it, hak iS 
| therefore 
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therefore ufually called Liberior Tranflatio. In which 
fence we read of this or that Paraphrafe upon the Pfalms, 
and Evafmsss’s Parapbrafe upon the V it, ee and 
the like. So that unlefs the Mad-menhere {poken of, 
were a certain Book, or Writixg, and Mr. Baxter’s 
Words concerning them, an eslciios Tranflation of 
the faid Writing, this-Great-Good Man could not pro- 
perly call them a Paraphrafe. But what muft we call 
them then? Why'truly the forementioned Words might 
be properly enough called a Periphrafis, or Circumlocu- 
tion (which, ‘being fo like the word Paraphrafis, might 
eafily deceive a Man who cares not what he Writes) 
and when it is fo taken, it is a certain Figure in Speech, 
whereby we exprefs a Thing by feveral Words, which 
otherwife might, and, for the moft part, is expreffed 
by one. As Sophroni{ci filins, is a Periphrafis for Socra- 
tes, and the Man whe Conquered Pompey the Great, 1s a 
Pertphrafis for Fulins Cefar; and foto bring the matter 
home to Mr. Baxter’s Inftance; that forementioned Ex- 
preflion of, Mes who talk through the Windows at theWeft- 
end of Moore-Fields, is a ‘proper Periphrafis for’ Maa- 
men. Butasfor a Paraphrafe upon Madmen, 1 leave it to 
this wonderful Perfon, to make a Paraphrafe upon any 
Man, ‘(whether Mad or Sober) 1f he can. oS 

Likewile in Page 112. and the laf Lime, he telis.us, 
out of Calvin's Epiftles of a Pablica pracum formula, Con- 
cerning which, though I muft confefs,: that ¥ do ‘by no 
means afpire to be one of the Number of this Author’s 
Excellent Perfons, who were for altering our Liturgy, ar 
Publick Form of Prayer. Yet, if it were.exprefled b 
Publica precum formula, 1 fhould be one of the foremott. 
~whio fhould defire that Precam’ might be’ altered into 
Precum. Inthe mean time, why fhould any one whto 
had read but a Page in Ca/vin, quote’ him for fuch a 

Yy2 word 
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_ as could not poffibly drop from fo Learned 2 
en! 


But it would be endlefS to defCant particularly upon 


all this Author’s New-fownd Latine, and Proprieties of 
Speech. Andtherefore to fet them down briefly as they 

- Offer themfelves. In Page 122. in the Quotation in the 
Margin, the Reader will nd a moft choice word, viz. 
Confcionator, not to be met with in any fuch puny Av- 
thor as we commonly call Claféck, but eited by him in- 
ftead of Concionator out of the 57th Canon of our 
Charch; which, I muft tell him, is not an ordinary flip, 
but a foul /tumble, attended with Two more in the fame 
Quotation, viz. Sique for Siqui, anda leffer one, which 
is ‘Usrum, for Utrum; for that is no greater than the 
difference of a Noun from an Adverb, which, we 
know, is below a Perfon, Paramount to all rule, to take 
notice of. ‘Though by his good leave the Church of 
England both Writes and Teaches better Latine to fuc 
as are difpofed to learnt. 

Again in Page 139. in the Quotation on the fide, we 
have thefe Words cited out of the third Book of Optatus 
Milevitanus. Recordamini quomods a vobis jamdudum 
Matris Ecclefie membra i funt, non enim [Unum- 

wamaue demum| femel o cere potuistis. Of which Paf- 
fase 1 muft confefs I could make neither Sence nor 
Grammar, till confulting the Author himfelf of Alba/pi- 
naus’s Edition, inftead of Unumgquamque demum, I found 
it Unamquamque Domum ; whuch, no doubt, is anadmi- 
rable Various Letion (of which this Author ought to 
have the Glory) upon the Text of fuch a Father. But 
this is not all the Blunders which this fruitful Sentence 
affords us; there being yet another, véz. recedét for refe- 
dit; and that fuch an one as utterly perverts the fence of 
the. Author, who fpcaks here of fome who: gig sn 
; F . ome 
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fome who remained in the Communion of the Church, op- 
pofing them in this refpect to one another ; as, Aut ivit 
uxor, aut veledit maritus, aut Parentes feducti roses filsé 
fequi xoluerunt, wag ho frater migrante forore, &c. Thus 
the Father here fpeaks; but, pray, what oppofition 
could there be between aat vit uxor aut recedit maritus, 
any more than there is between going away and depart- 
ing ? Befides, that allthe reft of the Verbs running in 
the Preterperfect Texfe, this muft needs do fo too, or 
make a very grofs fault in the Conftru€tion ; So that this. 
is an Illiterate Perverfion of the fence of this Father. Up- 
on which, as well as upon other occafions, I look upon 
this asthe only fure Rule of dealing with this — 
Quotations, viz. To tre them no further than One cas 
fee them in their Originals. | 

In like manner, Page 178. in the place there quoted 
in the Margin out of St. Cyprian’s 55. Epif?. (and not the 
§2d.as this Author there miftakes it) we meet with thefe 
words, 4 Coepi{coporum fuorxm Corpore & ab Ecclefie Uni- 
tate ( difcifferst : | But the word in St. Cyprian is (as it 
ought to be) defcsfceret, from defcifco to fall off ; be- 
tween which, and the other word ufed by this Author, 
there isa wide difference, de/cifcerer being a moft pro- 
per Latine Word, but difcifferit fo far from Proper, that 
it is not fo much as Latize. 

And in Page 187. Line the laft, we find o ¢povosey 
for év opovoia, Which makes the whole Period neither 
Sence nor Greek, Again, Page 188. Line the laft but 
one, we have this Paflage, Vedere annon dicantur marty- 
res, fed aligsid. [Alium] déci mereantur; which being | 
there put for A’iad, isa downright Solecifm. "And laft-- 
fy, in Paze 198. in the Quotation in the Margin, we 
have thofe remarka: le words, Sémisram more, [qui] 
cum homines non fint, bumincs tamen imitantur 2? Which 

i IS 


360 Axnimadverftoas, &c. 


is another Solecifm every whit as bad and {candalous as 
the former. : 

Now all thefe Words and Paflages, I affure the Rea- 
der, as they ftand inthe Authors, from whence they are. 
quoted, carry a very different face, from what this Wri- 
ter has piventhem ; which fhews, that whenfoever the 
words of the Fathers are tranf{cribed into any of his 
Books, they are out of their Element. For amongft 
them (as they {tend here) there are fome fuch vile 
faults, or rather {uch clamerous fins in Grammar, that 
fhould a School-13oy tender an Exercife to his Mafter with 
but Twoor Three fuch in it, he would foon find him- 
felf very roundly and feverely took up for them; and 
that perhaps more waysthanone. But Hands that can 
reftore difpoffeffed Princes, may Write any Thing, and 
Authorize what they have Wrote,by their very A’ritin 
it. For otherwife, the Truth is, the Latine, whic 
the forecited Paflages are dreffed up in, feems a fort of 
Providential Latine, as being above all Ralesand Lams 
of Speaking and Writing itariveres 

As for faults about Accents, fuch as are poeepy 71 ypit- 
ya for voeesy tt, Cc. Vind. P.102. Line 3. And cuynwpe 
for cv'yywpet, a 113. Line 2. of the Quotation in the 
Margin, and the like, they are too numerous for me to 
trouble the Reader with. Butthis I defire him to take 
notice of, upon the whole that has been produced by 
me, That as none of the forementioned Faults are in 
the Table of the Errata; fo fome of them in the firft 
Edition of his Vind. Trin. ftand Corre€ted in the fecond; 
as BeyuSai, Page 115. Line 1. of the Quotation in the 
Margin of the firft is Corre€ted into daxruSas in the fe- 
cond: And opowcis, Page 121. Line 21. in the former, 
is Changed into enesoio, in the latter. And therefore 
according tothe old Maxime, That Exceptio firmat Re- 

gulam 
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gulam in non Exceptis, it is to mea fufficient proof, That 
fince this Author .Corrected fome Pafflages, and not o- 
thers, which yet need correcting as much, if not more, 
it was, becaule His Acutene/s did not fee, that thefe aft 
needed any Correé#ion at all: And in fuch a cafe fome 
are of Opinion that where the Words efcape it, the Au 
thor himfelf ought to have it. 

But becaufe fome perhaps will hardly be fatis&ed 
with fo General a Charge without an Allegation of 
more Particulars, 5 {hall here give the Reader a Cata- 
logue of this Author’s Greek Errata inthe 2d Edition of 
his Vindication of the Trinity (which fhould in Reafon 
be thought the moff corregt) together with their Cor- 
re€tion confronting them. 


Greek Errata. SF Correction. « 
‘ - _ 

Noeepy tinpiue - ... .- Noeepytiypiue . — - Pag. 102. 
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Greek Errata. 
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Greek Errata. Correétion. 
OT OPPLAANK Qe OTLELAALE Ge pee 22. 
onouciolys GovasoTNS ibid. 
*Auln op “Avi oy neg . 
uotat. 
af a 
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Punétum interrogationis poft ravlerile pro Semicol. 
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Quotat. 
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Now all thefe Errata, one would think, make up a 
jolly Company to rendezvous together in the somnipals oF 
lefsthan half a dozen Pages of an Exglifb Book ; a Com- 
pany fit for our Author to march Triumphantly in the 

' Head of. | | 

But I fhall hold my Reader no longer upon this Sub- 
jeft,how diverting foever it may be ; this being enough 
to fatisfie any Rational Perfon, how unfit this Man is to 
upbraid any one mth want of Greck, or Latine : Though 
had Tin my firft perufal of his feveral Pieces forefeen 
this my Engagement with him, I might and would 
have prefented my Reader with a more complete Calle- 
étion of his Greek and Latine Elegancies. For I had not 
gone far in the Reading of him, but I found the Blows 
come fo thick and faft upon poor Prifcian, that, to pre- 
vent downright Blood-fhed, ftill as I drew near to a 
Latine Quotation of any length, I prefently advifed 
him as a Friend to ger outof the way as faf€ as he 
could. 

And now, if either he, or any one elfe forhim, fhalt 
pretend to flight and defpife thischarge, and tell me that 
the Faultsand Miftakes here alledged by me, are fmai 
Things; fo, fay I, is the point of a Dagger too; but 
for all that, it may ftab a Mantothe Heart; and, 
think, it matters not how {mall the Thing is, which 
wounds a Man’s Credie, -if it chance to bleed to Death 
of the Wound. But there are fome Things: in the 
World, the Kyovledge of which feems but {mall, but 
the Ignorance of them ts not fo. And certainly of all 
Men living, fuchas will be Writers, efpecially provok- 
ing, Infulting Writers, are concerned to tread tenderly, 
and to take every ftep with the utmo{t Caution, where 
they donot find a Grammatical Bottom firm under them.. 
For my own part, I dare account nothing {mall, or de- 
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{picable, which may either doa Man a great mifchief, 
or is neceflary to prevent one. The firlt ftep in any 
Afcent may be reckoned but a low and a mean thing, 
neverthelefs there is no getting to the top without it. 


As the Great St. Bafil himf{elf 


tells us, That nothing is to be flighte 


ed, or defpifed by [uch as are to be 
th Meld led = the knowledge 
of a For ifa Man (fays 
he) looks apon the fir ft Elements as 
[ mall inconfider able Things} (the 
word by which fome are pleafed 
to call the Rites and Ceremonies of 
our Church) when will fuch a One 
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2. p. 292. Edit. Parif. 1637. 


be able to attain to the Perfection of Wifdom and Learn~_ 


4g ¢ 


And fo I fhall clofe up the prefent Subje& with this 
Note, That St. Pasis School is certainly an Excellent 
School, and St. Paxl?s Church a moft Noble Church; 
and therefore, I think, that he directs his Courfe very 
prudently, and happily too, who in his Paflage to fuch 
a Cathedral, takes fucha School in his way. 
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CHAP. XI. 


In which is given fome Account of this Author's 
Temper and infolent way of Writing, as well in 
Extolling bimfelf, as in Depreffing and Scorn- 
ing bis Adverfaries; in both. which. be has not 
bis Parallel. 


fharp foever on both fides, and jufton one, there 

1s {tilla Duty, which every Man ows both to Decenc 
and to Himlelf, always obliging him to utter only fuch 
things, as. may become him to {peak, whatfoever his 
Adverfary may deferve to hear 5 yet, as to: the Adver- 
fary himfelf, itis, no doubt, a courfe juftifiable beyond. 
all exception, to take ones meafures of ‘Treating him, 
from the meafures he has allowed himfelf of dealing 
with others. And, as I hope, for my own, and the: 
Churches fake, to acquit my felf as to the former part 
of the Rule, fo let my Adverfary take his lot as to theo. 
ther. For I doubt not but to fatisfie the World, (were 
it not fuperabundantly, from his own Writings, fatisfi- 
ed already) That he isa Perfon of fuch an infufferable 
Infolence both of Style and Temper, that all, that he 
has met with inthe foregoing Chapters, has by no means 
paid off his Scores. In all his expreffions cencerning his. 
Antago- 
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Antagonifts, he is infinitely fcornful; and not only fo, 
but very often alfo, extremely fpiteful and malicious. 
For what but the height of {fpight could make lim in 
his Vindication of his Cafe of Allegiance tax his Learned 
Adverfary, as an Epicurean and an Atheiftical Ridicaler of ying, cafe, 
Providence, only for maintaining, that the Raffages and &c. p. 58. 
Events of Providence are not the Rule, whichGod will 2° 
have us govern our A€tions by ; but the Precepts and 
Prohibitions of his Law ? And what, but the fame ma- 

lice, could make him infinuate that the fame Author was 
inclined to Popery and an Infallible Interpreter, only for 

faying that one Text of Scripture was obfcure and much 
controverted? Which yet St. Peter had faid of many Pa/- 

fages of St. Paul's Epiftles, x Pet. 3. 16. and yet without 

giving any wife Man the leaft occafion from thence to 

think that he was then providing an Argument for the 
Infallibility of his f{appofed Succeffor. And Laftly, what pind, cafe 
but the bittereft Rancour could make him charge his p. 48. and. 
Adverfary, as if he had compared the fwearing Allegi- #'™* 
anceto K. W.and Q. M. -for the great‘and notoriousIm- 
piety of it, with the Villanies foretold by the Prophet of 
Hazael, only, becaufehe had told Him,.that a Hazael 

had changed his mind ;. (notwithftanding his confident O- 

pinion of himfelf to the contrary ;) fo had this Author 

too £ For who but one of equal Virulence and Ignorance y;,.. of ste 
would have ftretched the comparifon, which refpeéted cuz, &c. 
only the changing of Minds, to a Comparifon as to the P-79-1.10: 
merits of the Caufe, which ithad no relation. to at all? 
Indeed:no more than that Reply of Hazel, Is thy Scr 
vant a Dog ? Wasdefign’d to convince the Prophet, That 
he had not four Legs, and not rather only to clear himfelt 
from fuch acurrifh and belluine temper of mind,as thofe 
A‘ctions foretold of him muft needs imply? And I fup- 
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pofe, when a certain Perfon fpeaking of the New Oath 
to acertain Bifhop, faid, Mfy Lord, I will be Cracified be- 
ore | will take this Qath, His meaning was not, that he 
thought the taking it more Painful and ‘Tormenting than 
a Crucifixion, but that he had a greater unwillingnefs to 
take the one, thantoundergo theother, And yet this 
was this Author’s way of Treating a very Worthy 
Man, an old Acquaintance, and a tair Adverfary. I 
am not at all concern’d to efpoufe or abett the Caufe de- 
fended by that Learned Perfon. But this Tdo, and ever 
fhallaverr, Fhat there is a Jas Bedi, ia thefe Contro- 
verfial, as wellas in Military Conflicts, and confequents- 
ly anobligation to Truthand Justice and common Inge- 
nuity even inthe exercife of the greateft Hoftiuities, Bus 
this Man’s ufage of his, forementioned Adverfary is not 
nore Senfelefs and Hlogical, than Difingenuous, Barba- 
rous, and Unchriftian. And fo let the Reader take this 
as a Specimen of his impotent Spleen and Malice. After 
whicla, let us fhew hin in his next good Quality, : his 
Infolence ; and firftin that Branch of it, which concerns 
his wonderful Opinion and Applaufe of Himfelf. | 
As to which,, we fhall firft of all fee him (as we have 

in, fome degree fhewn him before) preferring himfelf 
before allthe Fathers, as wach happiex tn giving amexplica- 
tion of the Erinity than they were; and this, in fuch a 
Heering fcoptical way, ¢{coptical F mean as tothe Fa 
thers, but highly Commendatory of himfelf) that it 
would even turm ones Stomach to read his fulfom Ex- 
preffions. For he tells us, (and that with the moft pro- 
found humility, no.doubs) p. ror. 4.1. &c. If that ex- 
plication which I have given, be very. confiftent with, nay, be 
the true Ivsterpretation of that account the Antients give of a 
Trinity in Unity, [hope it: will. not be thought an.unpardona- | 
| ble 
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ble Novelty, if I have expreffed the fame thing in other 
Words, which give us a move clear and diftinct apprehenfion 
of st, &c. And again, p.126./.2. I hope this ts no es 
neither, to give an Intelligible explication of that, which all 
the Fathers taught, but were not equally happy in their expli- 
cation of tt. No; for his comfort, no; to excel and 
outdo all the Fathers (ifa Man can do it) can be no 
fault at all. But before this be allow’d him, I do here 
require him to name and produce me but one (who ac- 
knowledgesa Trinity) in the whole World, befides his 
own modett fe/f; who ever preferr’d his explication of 
the Trinity for the Happine/s and Intelligibility of it, be- 
fore that given bythe Fathers. Ifay, let him produce 
me fo mua as one affirming this, if he can. So thar, 
in fhort, the Comparifon here ftands between the Fa- 
thers, and this Author: And -we fee the Preheminence 
given him above all the Fathers by the fole and fingle 
“Fudement of one Doctor, and that Doctor is Him/e/f: 
Nay, and (which is more) to put the matter paft all 
Comparifon between him and them for the future, He 
tells us (as wasalfo obferved before in my 7th. Chap- 
ter) That the Fathers neither knew how to fpeak ther own 
Thoughts s the Trinity, nor indeed fo much as to conceive of 
st aright, by reafox of the grofinets of their Imaginations : 
Whereds, : they had (ashe adds) but concerved of tt, aad 
exprefjed themfelves aboat it, as he has done, all would have 
been plain, eafie, and intelligible. And as for Gregory 
Nyffen, (from whom he had Quoted more than from alt 
the reft of the Fathers together) he gives him a caft of 
his Temper at laft, p. 119. 7.5. and fends him away 
withthis rap over the Pate, That he could not tell what to- 
make of him and his Reafonings; for that, in his judgment, 
he 
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he deftroyed all Principles of Individuation, And in this 
manner we have him Pluming himfelf, clapping his 
Wings, and crowing overall che Fathers ; for which, 
and his quarrelfome domincering Nature together, 
moft think, itis high time, that hés Comb were cat. 
Inthe next place, let us fee what Elogies he beftows 
upon himfelf for his Atchievements in the Socizian Con- 
troverfie. Concerning which he tells the Men of that 
Perfuafion, That after his Vindication of the Trinity 
He believes they will talk more {paringly of Abfurdities and 
Contradictions for the Koay pag. 153. But, why, I 
pray? Is it becaufe this Author has got the Monopoly 
of them, and engroffed them allto himfelf? And that 
therefore the Laws will be very fevere upon fuch as in- 
vade his Property ? For, as for any other Reafon, the 
have none, that I know of, totalk more {paringly of Ab- 
_furdities and Contradittions, than they ated to do, ha- 
ving fo many more, out of his Writings, to talk of, 
than ever they had before. But he proceeds, and clo- 
fes his Work with this Triumph. over his Antagonift 
(and in him, I fuppofe, over all the reft of that Tribe) 
pag. 272. That he is pretty confident, that he will never be 
able to reafon to any pil in this caufe again. As for his 
confidence, none doubts of it ; but as for his Predsction, 
if he proves no better a Prophet in what he here foretets 
of his Socézian Opponent, than in what he foretold of 
that Learned Perfon, who anfwered both his Cafe of 
vind. Cafe Allegiance, and his Vindication of it. viz. That sf he 
p- the lifts would but well examine his Arguments before he anfwered 
them, he [bould expect to hear no more from him: And if 
withal this Socizran be but able to handle him at fuch a 
Rate, as that clofe Reafoner has done, I dare under- 
_ take for him, that he fhall go out of the World on 
"mo 
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moft baffled Perfon, that ever lived in it. But why, 

(for God’s fake) muft the Socinzans ee Abilities See oe 
Noa his great Lord and Patron has given fo high, fol”, 5%, 
ignal, and fo peculiar an Excomium of ) all of a fuddains John 14. 
fail them, upon this Author’s Publication of his Book ??:7%7? 
What can the meaning of this be? Why the meaning 
of it is this. Hic vir, bic eff, &c. according to the 
words by which V7rg:l pointed out <Axnguftus Cafar. 
This, This, isthe Man. ‘YVhis is that Incomparable, 
Mighty, and Irrefragable Divine, who has wrote more — 
coef and effectually againft the Socinians, Cif 
you will believe him) thanall, that ever wrote againft 
them before, put together. For notwithftanding all 

that has been wrote by thofe great Men, who from time 

to time have appear’d in this Controverfie, the Contro- 
verfie is ftill alive, and the Socinians continue writing 
and reafoning ftill: And even by this Author’s confefli- 

on (once at leaft) to fome Pwrpofe. For otherwife how 
could he fay of his Socinian Adverfary, That he would ne- 

ver be able to reafon to any facpele in this caufe again, ifhe 

had never reafoned fo at all? But fo far are the Socinians 
from being put owt of Countenance, and much lefs out of 
Heart, by what this Man has wrote againft them, That 

I affure him, they look upon him as an Opponent accord- 

ing to their Hearts defire; as having play’d a fairer 
Game into their hands than ever was dealt into them be- 
fore: So that next to their wifhing all the World their 
Friends, they wifh they may always have fuch Adverfa- 

ries, And therefore if they fhould refolve to reafon a- 
gaint him no more, he will have great caufe to thank ei- 

ther their Inadvertency for over-looking the great ad-. 
vantage given them, or their good Nature for not ta- 
king it. For the Book called by him, «Vindication of the 
| Aaa. Trinity, 
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Trinity, is certainly like a kind of Pot or Veffel with 
handles quite round it; turn it which way you will, 
you are fure to find fomething to take hold of it 
b ' 


"ad the truth is, upon a ftri€t impartial comparing 
of things together, I cannot fee any new Advantage 
that he has got over the Sociniaxs, untefs it be That Fe 
thinks his Three Gods will be too hard for their Ove. 

.And perhaps it is upon Prefumption of this, That he 
difcharges rhat clap of Thunder at them tn his Preface, 
where he tells us, That having dipp’d hes Pen in the Vin- 
dication of fo gloricus a Caxfe, A the grace of God ke will 
never defert it, while he can hold Penin hand. In which 
words, methinks F fee him ready Armed and Mounted 
(with his Face towards the Weft) and brandifhing: his 
Sword aloft, all wreaking with Socizian blood, and 
with the very darts of his Eyes looking his poor forgor- 
ten Friends through and through. For in good earneft 
the Words found very terribly tothefe Men; but moft 
eerribly of all tothe Article it felf: (which ts like to fuf 
ter moft by his Vizdication:) For thus to threaten that 
he will never leave off vexing it as long as he can hold Pew 
in hand, (which, Idare fay, will be as Ong as he cair 
tell Money with i). This, I fay again, founds very 
dreadfully. 

Neverthelefs, as fierce and formidable as thefe words. 
may reprefent him, he has yet, like a merciful! Fneimy,. 
very great referves of compaffion. For other». :4e how 
come fo many Socinian Pieces wrote againit him to lie 
fo long unanfwered ? He has indeed lately wrote an A-. 
pology for writing against che Socinians ; but where is the 

Apology for writing in fucha Jchelesanarm: way againit 

them at firft, and for never writing againft them i 

or 
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For has he loft his daring Polemick Pen? Or has he williom 
loft the ufe of his Hand? Or bas he run himfelf owt of OU"... 
Breath? If this laft be his cafe (as by fome Affaiwzatick of Mut 
Symptoms one would think it is) he will do well to call Ze who 
in his old Friend, and Defender, the Foct-ma:2, to “forfooth) 
fecond him: Efpecially fince the Conten:ica, whichinDefence 
now feems moft likely to be, is, who fhall raz oa 
fafteft from the Enemy, and keep furtheft from gaint the 
Him. Papifts. 
In the mean time I wonder that in the mannage of 
this Difputation, he does not take the fame courfe that 
other Learned Men in the like cafes ufe todo. For he 
frequently taxes his Adverfary with Fallacies; telling 
him that this is a Fallacy, and thatisa Fallacy: But why 
does he not exprefs to his Reader, what the particular 
Fallacy is ? There being no Sophifm or Fallacy incident 
to Speech or Argumentation, but what falls under onc 
of the Thirteen reckoned up by Ari/fotle. ae 4 
Moreover while he is Animadverting upon theHiftory 
of the Unitarians, he will, I believe, hardly get clear of 
a {curvy lapfe in that Hiftory himfelf. For concerning 
thcExpofition given by the Socinzséans of that Text in the 
3 fohw 13. where our Saviour tells the Sfews, That he 
came down from Heaven. He writes thus: Dd Socinus 
find it fo eafie a Thing to reconcile this Text to his Darling 
Opinion, when he was forced to Faft and Pray for it, and 
to pretend Revelation becaufe he wanted Reafon to fupport 
it? viz. That Chrift before he entred on his Prophetick Of- 
fice, was taken into Heaven to be inftructed in the Gojfpel, 
and then came down from Heaven again to publifb it to the 
World, pag. 143. 1. 19. oc. Now, the Perfon here 
{poken of, and intended by this Author, muft needs 
have becn Fas/fus Socinus, and I believe he will not pre- 
vo | Aaa 2 tend 
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tend that he meant any other; which being fuppofed, 

This Remark of his will appear to have been a very 
great miftake. For neither was this the Text, about 

which this Praying and Pretence of Revelation was, (for 

Fafting is a word of this Author’s gine in: ) nor was 

Faustus Socinus the Perfon who did any of thefe Things 

upon this occafion. But the Text was that in Fohz 8. 3. 

Pely Aegan ywiSas eyo eas.And the Perfon of whom 

this was pretended, was Lelius Socinus the. Unkle of 
Fauftus, who interpreted this Text to this fencé, Azte- 

guam Abramus factus fuerit Abrahamus ; that is, from the 

Father - the Faithful enclofed within the Church of the 

see this ‘fews, fhould become the Father of the Faithful diffufed 
Learned’) through many Nations, Chrift was to preach his Go- 
i ” {pel to the World ; and by fo doing enlarge the Church 
Pearfon from the limits of one People, to all Nations throughout 
aponthe Je the World. So that to the words ye eit you are aad 
cle of he owe to fupply the words pws xoony, importing Chrii#’s 
Creed, p» Enlightning the World by the Publication of his Doétrine. 
ea ES This was Leliue’s Interpretation of this Text, which 
together With the Interpretation of the firft Chapter of 

St. aa were the Two Scriptures, which he firft fet up 
with, for the founding of his new Hypothefis. Which 
explication of the Text (as it was indeed very forced 
and unnatural {[0) Era/mus fohannis, in his Difputation 
with Faustus, cryed fhame of it in thefe Words, Fateor 
me per omnem vitam non magis contortam Scripture Inter- 
pretationem audiviffe; ideoque eam penitus improbo. ‘To 
which Fas/tws, who had a much different Opinion of it, 
replys. Cum primum [ fatendi] verbum in tuis Scriptes 
animadverti, {perabam te potius falfurun nullam in tua vita 
Scripture Interpretationem Te auarviffe, qua hac fit aut 
acusior aut verior, queque magis divinum quia fapiat, ae 
60: 
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Deo ipfo patefactam fuiffe pra fe ferat. Ego quidem certe 
non leves conjecturas habeo, illum [viz. Lelium] qui pri- 
mus etate noftra eam in lucem protulit (hic autem is futt, 
gui primus quogque jententiam de Chrifti Origine, Guam €00 
confianter defendo, renovavit) Precibus multis ab ipfo 
Christo impetraffe. Hoc profecto affirmare aufim, cum Deus 
illi viro permulta alits tunc temporis incognita patefecerit, 
vis quicquam inter tila omnia alk, quod Interpretaticne hac 
divinius videri queat. Socinus in Refutatione Arg. 4. 
Erafmi Johan. p. 505. Col.2. Edit. Fratrum Poloxor. 
Tom. 2. 

But as this may fatisfie the Reader that the foremen- 
tioned place in ‘fobu 8. 58. was the Text, for which this 
Praying and Pretence of Revelation is faid to have been, 
and confequently may fuffice to. fhew this Author’s 
Blunder ; {oI fhall yet further fhew, that the other Texe 
in John 3. 43. ror Chrift’s coming down from Hea- 
wen, was not accounted by Socinus of fo difficult an In- 
terpretation, as to need thofe peculiar Methods of Prayer 
and Revelation for the Difcovery of it, as this Author 
has been pleafed to.affrm. And this will appear from 
thefe words of Secizws concerning it. Poftquam ex Ma- 
via natus est, incalo, antequam moreretur, revera effe po~ 
tuit ; nec folum potuit, fed (ut ita dicamus) debuit. Si enim 
homo ille Paulus Chrifti Pdi aa Tertium ufque Calum an- 
te mortem raptus est, nullo pacto nobis verifimile est Chriftuia 
éplum ante mortem in celo non fuiffe. And, a few Lines 
after, {peaking of the fame again with reference to 
St. Pawl’s having been taken up into the third Heaven, 
he thus difcourfes. Certe Chriftus (in quo fine ulld men- 
furd rerum omuium Divinarum cognitio, ut futt,. fic effe de~ 
buit, quinibi (viz.incalo) per aliquod Tesnpus antequam 
munus cele ti dottring homines imbuendi fibi a Patre manda- 

| bun 


366 Animadverfions, &e. 


" tum publice fufciperet, verfatus fuerit , nullo modo dubi- 
tanaum videtur, Soctaus in Refponfioze Priore ad Paren 
nefim Andree Volant, Toma 240. Fratrum Polon. p. 380. 
Col. 2. By all which we fee, that Socinas was é fre 
from apprehending any difficulty in finding out this 
-expolition of the ‘Text, That he affirms it was zullo 
pacto vertfimile, There was no ltkelyhood that it fhould 
be otherwile, c zullo modo dubitandum, that no doubt 
could be made, but it was and ought to be fo.. Which 
furely are not forms of expreffion, to fhew the diffi- 
culty of conceiving, or finding out how the faid Thing 
could be fo. So that this is a manifeft miftake in this 
Author; and let- him fet it-off with never fo much 
brow and confidence, yet no doubt his Socinian Ad- 
verfaries defpifé him for it fufficiently. And the 
Truth is, one would in all Reafon imagine, that to — 
the Anfwering the Hiffory of the Unitarians, a little 
more knowledge of their Hiftory would. have done no 
But after the many ample and extraordinary Elo- 

ies he has paffed upon himfelf for his Writings, me- 
thinks it is amie Pleafant to fee him in his Costi- 
nuation of the Defence of Dr. Stillingfleet, p. 121.4 the 4. 
&c. ftrutting himfelf in thefe words, I am no Arch. 
bifbop yet. Which fhews what his moft early thoughts 
ran upon, and what bis Modcfly woul’ be at from 
the very firft. For otherwife, the purpofe of the 
place, where this comes in, had been fully ferved by 
faying, I for my part am no Arcn-bifbop, nor expect to be 
one. But the addition of that little word yet was very 
fignificant, and fhews, that out of the Abuszdarce of hrs 
heart his mouth {poke. For though indeed be prefently 
adds, And I very much fufpect I never fbal! be ag 
thofe 
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thofe words were put in only ad francendam invidiam, — 
and to qualifie the fulfome atrozance of the firft expref- 
fion. Howbeit in that he {poke his mind, in this he 
fences againft an Inconvenience; in that we have az 
account of his Nature, inthis only 4 Copy of his Coun- 
tenance. And, I queftion not, but by this time his 
pretended fufpicion is pafled into a contrary expecta- 
tion, and that the Deasry of Paxl’s begins to make him 
think himfclf Heit apparent to Canterbury. And there-. 
fore no wonder, if while big with fuch Thoughts, 
fpeaking in his Apology of Dr. Wallis and Himfelf, he 
{ets himfelf before Him, 2 2g. itt thefe words. He 
(viz. The Melancholy ftander-by) concludes with an’ bea- 
vy charge upon my 4° , 48d Dy. Wallis. _ By which, I 
fuppofe, he would have Dr. Wallis know his ptoper 
place. Though FE muft tell him, that nor only cori- 
mon Modefty, but alfo the common Cuftom of thé 
World, makes wife Men whenftever tliey tnention 
themfelves with others , pleec therifelves faft. -And fo 
it might have become this Author too: ofpetially fpcak- 
ing of himfelf in conjunction with foch ati one, as 
Dr. Wallés, who was a Perfor of Fare and Eminence, 
while this Mat was learning his Grammiar ; if ever. 
he was fo. is o — ee 
: But to proceed, and pafé front his applauding himfelf 
to the other Branch of his Arrogance, in his ftotnful 
undervaluing all fuch as write againft him, or diffce” 
from him, (though yet no: more, nor m any other” 
Fhing, than in what his Worfhip: had differed from: 
himiclf). We have hint in the 4th. page of his Preface: 
to his Cafe of Allegiance, callmg fuch as’ in their Wri-- 
tings could. not fall in with his /«# fentimemts about 
the. New Oath, Little Writers... Concerning —_ 
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muft tell him, that it is often with Writers, as it is 
with Books; Amongft which there are many Little 
ones, that exceed the worth, and outlive the Reputa- 
tion of muchi Greater. If indeed number of Pamphlets 
makes a great Writer, this Author is in no danger of 
being accounted a Léttle Ove. But as there is fuch a 
Thing, as multum in parvo, fothere is alfo Parvum in 
mutto ; and He who will digelt the trouble of Reading 
this Authors Writings, will need no other Argument 

“to prove it{o. But as for thofe excellent Perfons, whom 
he firft flights, then challenges, and afterwards fies from, 
by never replying upon them, I would have him know, 

that the World has already paft it’s judgment both up- 
on them and him too: and therefore { would advife 
his Haughtinefs for the future to forbear calling his An- 
ari Little Writers, vill by his Anfwers he has made 
them fo. 

A farther difcovery of his rude, undecent way of 
treating fuch as he writes againft, is the Language he 
has beftow’d upon a certain Writer , a Nonconformift 
indeed, but yet a Man of Learning (as a much greater 
Man than this Author has found by experience) whom 

mr. Ayop-he calls a Trefling Scribler, who underftands little more 
than Quibbles and “fefts; Charging him withal with 
Pertne/s and Folly to complete his Charaéter, p.15. of 
his Preface to his Defence of Dr. Stéllingfleet. And in 
the 12. page of the Book it felf, and the five firft lines, 
He reprefents him under the name of the Ixqurer, as 
one, who cannot underftand plain and familiar fenfe; nor 
carry the Conuexton of three or four Sentences tcgether. 
Very civil Language indeed , becoming a Scholar, a 
Divine , anda weil-bred Man, toa Perfon who had 
not in the leaft provok’d Him. For my own part, I 


have 
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have no knowledge of the Man,but from his Writings ; 
‘and upon the Stock of that knowledge have often won- 
‘dred, that one fo able to humble this Reviler, would 

take fuch grofs Reproaches at his hands. 

But the Truth is, whenIconfider (as I noted firft in 
my Preface) how patiently our whole Clergy has hi- 
therto fuffered him to call them Foo/s and Herettcks, by 
charging all thofe, as fach, who concur not with him in 
holding the Three Divine Perfons to be Three di/tinct In- 
finite Minds, or Spirits (which, I dare fay, not one of 
them held at the time of his uttering this Lewd Re- 
proach) I fay, when I confider this, I have caufe to 
furceafe all wonder, that any Private Man fhould in- 
dure this Infolent Hzvffto infult over him in fach a man- 
ner. But I fhallinfift no further upon this mafter-piece 
of his Scurrility, having in fome meafure accounted 
with him for it already. Only Ifhall add this, That as 
it is beyond Example marvellous that any one fingle 
Member of a Church fhould prefume to load all the reft 


with fuch a charge, fo it is yet a greater marvel that all 
fhould bear it. 


It would be endlefs to fet down all the dirty ftuff that 
has flowed from his Billing fgate Pew. But-to repeat and 
bring together fo much as we have taken notice of, the 
Reader may be pleafed to bear away in his Memory fuch 
Expreffions, and Appellations as thefe, viz. Fpcurean, 
and Ridiculer of Providence, Pop:jbly inclined, and looking 
towards an Infallible Interpreter, Difafficted to, and a flan 
derer of the Government, Little Writers, Fools ard Here- 
ticks, Errant Fopp, Trifling Scribler, fbamzfully Ignorant 
und Impudent, Fit tobe feat to Schol again, One that un- 
derstands little elfe but Fests and Qa:bilcs, One that cannot 
underftand plain and familiar fenle, One that underftands 
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neither Greek zor Latine, and the like. Thefe are the 
choice Embellifhments of his Style. But above all, that 
beloved word, Noxfenfe, is always ready at hand with 
him; and out it flies at all Perfonsand upon all Occafions. 
And hardly can he write three or four Pages together, 
but, right or wrong, he throws it in his Adverfary’s 
Face. One would think that he was Born with the 
Word in his Mouth, and that it grew up with him from 
his Infancy, and that in his very Cradle he Cryed Noz- 
fexfe, before he could Speak it. 

But to check this ungovern’d Humour of his, in thus 
ufing this word at all Adventure ; Let me tell him, that 
it is both a very rude, unmannerly Word; and moft 
commonly, as applyed by him, avery falfe Charge. As 
for the rudenefs of it, fince he owns himfelf a Sox of the 
Church of England, I think he would be much his own 
Friend, if he would remember the Reprimand given 
him by his old Acquaintance and Antagonist Dr. Owen ; 
who tn his Vindication, ee 72. having, upon occafion 
of fome of his profane Scofts, called him Goodly Son of 
the Church of England! Immediately fubjoyns, That he 
intended it not as @ Reflexion upon the Church it felf, but 
only to remind this Man of his Relation to that Church, 
Which (he there fays) to his Kyowledge, taught better 
Learning and better Manners. Inthe next place, as for 
the falfenefs of the Charge in his ufual application of 
this Word, I would have him know, That the Charge 
of hg lek does not properly lieagainft every one who 
afferts a falfe Propofition, or is guilty of a miftake. For 
Nonfenfe is not properly oppofed to {tri Truth, but to 
fuch plain and manifeft Trath as is obvious to Common 
fenfe. For Truth oftentimes lies deep, and abftrufe, and 
requires a more than ordinary fagacity to oe 
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fetch itout; whichthat low Pitch of Reafon, which 
we call Common fenfe, cannot always do. For in Dt- 
fcourfe a Man may be fometimes miftaken in laying his 
Foundation or Frinciple, and yet be very Clear and Ra- 
tional in the Confequences he draws from it ; and {cme- 
times he may fail in drawing Confequences from a True 
and well-laid Principle ; in both which cafes, the whole 
Difcourfe is certainly Falfe and Inconfiftent : Neverthe- 
lefs (according to the common acception of the Word) 
this cannot be called Nonjexfe. It may indeed be called 
Error or Miftake ; which 1s a weaknefs cleaving too 
clofe to Humane Nature, for any one of the fame Na- 
ture to reproach another for it. But onthecontrary, if 
every Thing, that is not ftrict Demonftration and cer- 
tain Lruth, mutt pafs for Nonfenfe, I fear, it would o- 
verlay whole Volumes, and not only prevent the 2d. 
3d. and qth. Edssions of many Books, but fhrewdly alfo 
endanger the Sale of the Fir/t: Efpecially if 2d. and 3d. 
7 the unlucky efcape of fome {cattering Copies, fhould 
chance all to appear in the {pace of Three or Four Days, 
As inthe firft Publication of a certain Book Entituled, 
The Cafe of Alkgiance, &c. it fell out; But great, no 
doubt, is the Art of Beftowing feveral Title-Pages, im- 
porting divers Editions, upon Books of one and the fame 
Impreffion: And may ferve to teach the World, what 
a fruitful Thing the Prefs is, when impregnated by the 
Prolsfick Genius of {ome Writers; and that (when it is 
for the credit of any extraordinary Book and it’s Author) 
it can bring forth four, five, or fix Editions of it at the 
fame time. Whichcertainly is a moft Ingenious Cor 
trivance ; but whether it were the 4uthor’s or the Book- 
feller’s, isa Queftion ; though fome think, it ufes to be 
done by a kind of Mutual-Coxfcroufnefs between both. 
Bbb 2 But 
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But to return tothe Point inhand. According to the 
common ufe of the Word Nozfexfe, He, who Difcour- 
fes of Things obvious to the ordinary Apprehenfions of 
Men, with grofs and palpable Contradi€tions of one 
thing to another, or with a plain, manifeft Incoherence 
of one part of his Difcourfe with the other, that Man is 
properly and juftly chergeable with Neafexvfe. And let 
thefe Gan the Name of S-#fe and Rea/oz) take it to 
themfelves, who have moft ciaim to it. 

But becaufethe beft way of Hluitrating Things is by 
example. I fuallalfotake this courfe here. Thus for 
initance. Forany oneto own a Thing fora great and 
facred Myflery (the very Notion and ufe of the word 
AM fery importing fomething Hiaden and ADjiiufe) and 
at the fame time toaffrm it to be very Pfits, Eve and 
Intelligtble, is Nonfexfe. To fay, That in Men Xzowledge 
and Power are Commenfurate; nav, Vhat Kyovtedce ts 
Power; fothat whatfocver a Man kaows how to ao, he is — 
by vertue thereof a/fo able 10 do it, is contrary to the © 
Common Senfe of all Mankind, and confequently Mox- 
fenfe. To fay, A Beajt is a Perfox, and vet to fay with- 
al, That a Perfon and an Intelligent fubftance are Terms re~ 
ciprocal, is both Noufenfe, and Cowtraaiction too, with a 
WitnefS. Toafhirm, That a [pecsfical Unity can mate any 
Thing or Perfon Numerically One, 1s Nozfenfe. To allirm, 
That there are two diftinct Reafons and to dtftinié Wills 
én each Man, and thofe as really diftinct, as if the fame Man 
had Two diftinet Souls, is Noafenfe. And to athrm, That 
the Body(which is utterly void of any Intellectual Power 
or Faculty) és confcious to al the Dittates avd Commands of 
the Will, is grofs and inexcufable Norfexfe. So that 
whereas this Author (according to his mannerly way) 
charges his Adverfary with saiatelligible Nonfenfe,p.227. 
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t. 6. it muft needs be granted, that he has much the ad-- 


vantage of him in this Particular ; fince all muft acknow- 
ledge that his own Worfenie is very Intelligible. 

And here I could eafily direct him where he may be 
fupplyed with feveral more fuch Inftances, as thofe 
newly alledged ; but that I think thefe may fuffice for 
the Purpofe they are produced for. Inthe meantime I 
would advife him for the future to ufe this rade Word 
more fparingly, and cautioufly ; and to apply it only 
whiere the generally received way of {peaking applics 
it: And now and thenalfo to caft his Eye upon his own 
Writings. Thefe things, I fay, I would advife him 
to; and to confider withal, how unreafonable and un- 
juft it is, for him to beftow about the Word fo freely up- 
onothers, while he keeps the Thizg to himfelf. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. XII. 


Containing a Brief Review, and Conclufion of 
the whale Work. | 


] A M at length come toa clofe of that Work, which 
_ & Tfhould much more gladly have been Prevented, 
than engag’d in, by being a Reader, rather than the As- 
thor of a Reply-to this Man’s ftrange, unjuftifiable In- 
novations upon this great Article of our Religion. But 
it is now aconfiderable Time that the Book, here Ani- 
madverted upon, has walked about the World, with- 
-outany publick Control; And though in private Di- 
{courfe generally cenfur’d by all, yet, (as to the Point 
undertook by me) hitherto Anfwered by none; which 
may well be Matter of Melancholy Coufidcration to all 
Hearty Lovers of our Church, and Ancient Chriftiani- 
ty. Whereas, I dare fay, had this Heterodox Piece 
been wrote and publ:fhed ina Language underftood by 
Fore:giicrs, we fhould long fince have had feveral Con- 
futat.ous of it fent us from abroad ; and probably not 
without fome fevere Reflexions upon the Exg/:/b Church, 
and Clergy, for their flence ina Caufe, which fo loud- 
ly cailed for their Defence. To take off therefore this 
Reproach from our Church (in fome degree at leaft) TI 
have (while others, far more able to Defrnd st, chufe 
rather to fit ftilland exjoy #) ventur’d to fet my weak 
Hand to the Vindication of a Principal Article of se 
Faith, 
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Faith, again{t the rude Attacks of this bold Undertaker, 
In‘which, though I freely own, that all, that has been 
done by me init, is extremely below the Dignity of the 
Subjett, which I have employed my felfin, yer I am 
well affured that I have fully and ettettually anfwered 
this Man ; and if it fhould prove otherwife, I muft a- 
{cribe it toa peculiar Misfortune attending me ; fince 
none befides, has hitherto wrote again{t him, but has 
confuted him. Inthe WorkI have here prefented the 
Reader with, I have examined and gone over all that, I 
conceive, requires either Anfwer or Remark ; and that 
according to the following Method and Order, which I 
fhall here briefly fet down. 

Ihave, inthe firft place, laid my Foundation in the 
Explication and State of the Senfe of the Word Mystery ; 
which I fhew, in General, fignifies fomething Cozcealed, 
Hidden, or Abftrufe in Religious Matters; and amongtft 
Chriftian Writers not only that, but fomething alfo nei- 
ther Difcoverable nor Comprehenfible by bare Reafon: 
According to which, I fhew, that this Author’s frequent 
affirming, that his Hypot+efis and Explication of the Tri- 
nity name the Notion thereof very Plain, Eafie, and 


onloefe of was utterly incompatible with the My/teri-. 


oufnefs of the fame. I fhew alfo upon what abfurd 
Grounds he ftated the Nature of a Coutrad:ttion; ac- 
cording to which, joyned with another of his Afferti- 
ons, I fhew, That no Man could be juftly charged with 
Contradiction, though he difcourfed never fo incoherent- 
ly and falfely upon any Subject whatfoever. From 
hence I proceeded to confider the Ascient Terms con- 
{tantly received and ufed by Councils, Fathers, and 
Schoolmen, in {peaking of the God-head and Trinity, 


which this Author in his Book had confidently and a- | 


vowedly condemned, as 02/curing and confounding Men’s 
_ Notions 
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Notions about thefe great Matters ; and upona diftin& 
Explication of each of them, I fhew the Propriczy and 
fincular ufefulnefs of them, both againft all his Excepti- 
ons, and above thofe other Terms, which he would 
necds fubftitute intheir Room: And under the {faine 
Head, I laid open the Contradiction of his } stication 
and his late Apo/ogy to one another, as I had dune before 
in my .Dilcourfe about the Nature of a My/fcry. From 
hence I paffed to his New Notions of Seff-Cox(cioufne/s 
and Mutual-Confcioufnefs ; in the ftrength of which two 
Terms he pretended to make a T; rinity in Unity a plain, 
(“> ealiz, and intelligible Notion , nay fo very plain, as to folve 
all Difficulties pe it ; thefe being his very words. And 
as he pretended Se/f-Confcioufnefs to be the formal consti- 
tuent Reafonof Perfonality Univerfally, both in Beings 
Create and Uncreate. I firft Demonftrated the contra- 
ry in Created Beings; and that both from the general 
Reafon of Things, and from Two manifeft ce 
and withal examied and confuted feveral extremely ab- 
{urd Propofitions, and Affertions advanced by him con- 
cerning Perfovality. Fromthis I paffed on, and proved 
that neither could this Se/f-~Confcioufnefs be the formal 
Reafon of Perfonality in the Divine Perfons, fhewing 
the impoffibility thereof by feveral clear and-unquefti- 
onable Arguments. And in the next place, with the 
fame Evidence of Reafon I proved, That Mutual-Con- 
Jctoufnefs could not be the Ground or Reafon of the Uni- 
ty or Coalefcence of the Three Divine Perfons in one 
and the fame Divine Nature ; and all this upon known, 
allowed Principles of Philofophy, as well as Divinity. 
And foI Naturally went on to the examination of that 
monftrous Affertion of his, by which he holds and af- 
firms the Three Divine Perfons to be Three diftin@ Jn- 
frvite Minds or Spirits ; which I fhew unavoidably and 
7 irre- 
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bie ie ‘inferr’d them to be Three Gods ; It being 
impoflible for the God-head, which is effentially Oxe 
fingle Infinite Mind or Spirit, to be multiplyed into three 
diftindt Infinite Minds or Spirits, without being multi- 
plyed into as many Gods. This Opinion of his, I fhew, 
was eafie enough to be confuted ; But for all that, I mu 
here add further, that for the infufferable Scandal of it, 
it is much fitter to he-cenfared by a C onvocation, though 
even he himfelf (fince John Goodwin and Hugh Peters 
are gone off) fhould be Prolocutor of it. After this, 
{ince he had the Confidence to vouch his Hypothefis for 
the conftant Doétrine of the Fathers and the Schools, I ‘firkt 
proved it quite otherwife in the Point of Se/f-Con/ciou/- 
ne/s,and in his Affertion of Three diftinét Infinite Minds ;. 
For the latter of which he quoted Three or Four Fathers, 


and Oxe Sentence out of one Schoolman, viz. P. Lombard. 


(which, one would think, was far from proving it the 
conftant Doéttrine either of the Fathers, or the Schools) 
and yet even thefe very Quotations, I fhew. were no 
more to his Purpofe, than if he had alledged them to. 
prove that twice Three makes Twenty. And as for 
Self-Confcioufnefs, which is one of the Two main Bran- 
ches, or Membersof his Hypothefis, he does not pro- - 
duce, nor fo muchas mention one Father or Sehool-man 


‘inthe behalf of it; fo exa& is he in roars Dottrine- 


the very fame with Theirs. And then, inthe next place, 
for the proof of his Mutual-C wrt from the Fathers 
and School-men, I have diftin¢tly confidered his Allega- 
tions for it, and forming them into Arguments (fuch as 
the matter would afford) found them the faddeft woful- 
left things to be called by that Name, that perhaps ever 
appeared in the World, fince Argumentation was in 
ufe. And to complete his excellent and peculiar way of 
Arguing from the Fathers a {fo muchas one School- 
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man is cited in favour of Matual-Conftioufns{sy his whole 
bafinefs, I fhew, wasto reproach the Fathers as neither 
‘able to conceive rightly of the Trtséty, nor yet exprefs - 
themfelves Properly and Intelligibly about the fame ; and 
all this, becaufe they’ neither conceived:.of it, ‘nor ex-— 
preffed it, according to hiy. ‘Terns and Hypothefis, 
which yet he affirmed to be the Conffant Avowed Senti- 
ments of thofe very Fathers ; though (God help them, 
poor Men) they were'not {0 happy, as to know it. And 
this, I hope all the World will acknowledge, to be 2 
moft extraordinary way of proving a Thing from the 
Authority of the Fathers, by thus reprefenting them as 
a Company of Dolts, who neither knew how to think or! . 
fpesk, asthey fhould, upon:the fybje& which they were 
profeffedly treating of. Upon which Head, having fi- 
nifhed my Anfwer as to the main Point I firft engaged 
in, I proceeded to mark out, and Animadvert upon fe- 
veral of his Paradoxical Abfurd Affertions, both in Di- 
vinity and Philofophy. And I did not onty alledge thern 
for fuch,} but-alfo by the moft commonly received and 
current Principles of both, effe€tually proved then 
fuch; and I refer it toany Man of clear and impartial 
Senfe, upon a furvey of the Particulars there diftin@tly 
examined and remarked upon, to pafs as Judge between 
this Author and: my felf, whether the Proo | 
fort of the Charge. Next to which, becaufe. of his 
Infolent Reflexions upon fome Learned Men, I took in- 
to.confideration alfo his vocabsler Sins, and manifold’ 
Tran{grefiions' of the Laws of Grammar and Philology : 
’ And whereas he had vilified his Adverfary as heving sei- 
ther Greek nor Latine, I fhew, that albeit the Charge 
had beeg never fo true, yet that he was one of the un- 
fitteft Perfons living to-make it, for fome certain Rea- 
fons fairly prefented to him inthat Chapter. And laftly 
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fupport it; and yet furely that Man ought to ftand up- 
on a very broad and firm Bottom indeed,- who ventures 

| todefieallthe World. — af : 
| . And thus, to relieve the Reader’s Memory, I have 
| iven ‘him this brief draught or Scheme of the whole 
ork. . In which, asitasshis Author alone, whom I 

have undertook, fo I think fir to declare, That if an 

| one befides him, fhall atteempt an anfwer to this Dif- 
courfe, I fhall not in the leaft trouble or concern my felf 
| about him, whofoever he be; but if this Author him- 
{elf fhall be difpofed to defend his New Notions and 
Hypothefis by a juft and Scholaftick Reply to what I 
| have here offered againit them, I will not fail (God 
| affording me fuch a meafure of Health and Strength as 
may enable me for Study) to attend his Motions upon, 
| this Subje€t, as foon, and as often as he pleafes. For I 
can hardly perfwade my felf that I have yet paid him all, 
-that Il owe him. Neverthelefs I muft leave this Admo- 
mition with him, That I nesher can, nor fhail account 
‘fuch a Pamphlet, as his late Apology, a juft and fufficient 
| . Anfwer to thefe Animadverfions. Ccce2 In 
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In the mean time, fince the Reverend Dr. ¥.W. ({po 
ken of in the preceding Chapter) in his Letters about 
the Trinity, and W. I. another very Learned Perfon, in 
his 2d. Le-ter to the faid Doctor,. upon the fare fubjeét, 
‘have both of them been pleafed to:commend ‘this. Au- 

An bumblethor for feveral excellent Things in this Book, I: do with 
railed rhe greateft earneftnefs of Entreaty, as well.as withthe 
Dotor |. profoundeft deference of Refpeét to their great Judg- 
W. snd ments beg of them, that they would by a: kind of cha- 
*" ritable Benefaétion to fuch low, and mean Underftand- 
ings as mine, vouchfafeto point out in particular, what 
thofe excellent Things are, and in what part of his Book 
they may be found; and whether I have hit upon any 
of them in my Three immediately foregoing Chapters. 
For I have read the Book over and over ; as. (after I 
had took up Thoughts of .Anfwering it) it concerned 
me, inall Reafon, todo. And I-dothereupon folemm 
ky profefs, that, according to the beft of my poor Jidg- 
ment, and that ordinary Meafure of Learning’ which 
God has vouchfafed me, I can hardly find’ thravghout 
the whole Work (unlefs perhaps, here and there a ‘paf- 
{age or two againft the Soc'nians) fo much as one True, 
Fhrough Stroke either in Divinity, or Philofopby, or 
Logik, or even in Gramaar ; and I confidently appeal 
to. the ingenuous, and unbyafs’d Reader, whether I 

have not in the foregoing: Animadverfions given ver 
‘pregnant and:particular: Inttances of this Author’s grofs 


-Defeéts in:every one of thefe. And therctore my poar: 


Opinion and Advice is, That if thefe two.Learned Men 


are refolved to perfift in their Commendations. of this 


Author: (as there isnothing by which they can oblige 
-him more) .and withal to commend him upon fure, us- 
ideniable Grounds, they. would hereafter wave all the 
forementioned Topicks of Commendation, and pitch 


upon: 


ad 


_ ferment ;, for that certainly-is very com 


(for this time at Ieaft) that I may not leav 


_ \ 
(CHAFTERX] 
spon his true excellency by commentigg 
And now, that I am taking my Leave 


any juft Diftafte or Grudge in his Mind again 
if I had treated this Man too feverely, I do affure 
that nothing has been here utter’d by Chance ;,. or 
the heat of any prefent paffion, but upon a due, calm, 
and {edate Confideration of what he had faid fal/fy of 


‘others, asa Warrant for what was to be ¢rwly faid of 
him. And TI do further affure the Reader, That I would 


by no means have treated a Candid, Civil, and Well- 
bred Adverfary, at the Rate, I have treated him, who 
has fhewn no fign of any one of thefe Qualifications, ei- 
ther in his Writings or Behaviour. And therefore tho” 
to accept Perfows be a Fault in the Sight of God and Man, 

et certainly to di/tinguifh them is none. ‘I have ufed 
um, aSI found him ; and for what I found him, he. 
may thank himfelf. ” 

The Truth is, he has carried on an Offenfive War 
with moft that have Wrote; and there are very, few,. 
whom he has not, one way or other, {truck at and De- 
fied. Sothat the Matter being in effect brought to this 
point, Wi:ether He fhall be too hard for the World, or 
the World for Him ? I hope it will not be long in decid+ 


ing. Hehas fora great while, andina very Audaci- 


ous manner been preying, and Spe niles, Sa ioragee eA 
a Worthy and Good Name, and as far as: he was able: 


’ made prize of the Reputation of Men better than Him- 


felf: And therefore it is now high time for fuch to think 


of repaying the good Turns done them, and for the in-- 


jured World to retaliate upon the Lawlefs Aggrefor. 


_ For this.is, and has been.the Cu/fom of Nations ;, and all’ 
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nfuit grant it ro be a moft juft, equal, and alloweo 
Courfe; and fince it is fo, ‘tis to be hop’d, that . 
this is not the laft Reprifat that will be made upon ~ 


To the moft Holy and Bleffed Trinity, Three Glorious 
Perfons in one and the fame Undivided God-head, 
be vendred and afcribed all Honour and Praife, 
Thank/giving and Adoration, sow and for ever- 
more. Amen. | 
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